ORBIS BIBLICUS ET ORIENTALIS 


57 


STEPHEN PISANO, S.J. 

ADDITIONS OR OMISSIONS 
IN THE BOOKS OF SAMUEL 

The Significant Pluses and Minuses in 
the Massoretic, LXX and Qumran Texts 


UNIVERSITATSVERLAG FREIBURG SCHWEIZ 
VANDENHOECK & RUPRECHT GOTTINGEN 

1984 




CIP-Kurztitelaujhabme der Deutscben Bibliothek 
Pisano, Stephen 

Additions or Omissions in the Books of Samuel: the 
significant pluses and minuses in the Massoretic, LXX 
and Qumran texts / Stephen Pisano. 

Freiburg (Schweiz): Universitatsverlag 
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1984. 

(Orbis biblicus et orientalis; 57) 

ISBN 3-7278-0315-0 (Universitatsverlag) 

ISBN 3-525-53679-8 (Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht) 
NE: GT 


Publication subsidized by the Fribourg University Council 
Fribourg Switzerland 

© 1984 by Universitatsverlag Freiburg Schweiz 
Paulusdruckerei Freiburg Schweiz 

Digitalisat erstellt durch Florian Lippke, Departement 
fur Biblische Studien, Universitat Freiburg Schweiz 




To my Parents 




vii 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Table of Contents vii 

Foreword xi 

Abbreviations xii 

INTRODUCTION 1 

PART 1 "NON-HAPLOGENIC" PLUSES 17 

1•1 " Non-haplogenic" pluses in LXX 17 

1 Sam 1:5 f. 17 

1:11. 19 

1 :28 and 2:11a. 24 

3:20-4 :1a. 29 

8:18. 34 

12:23. 36 

14 :23b-24. 37 

19:22. 41 

30:l6b-17a. 42 

2 Sam 8:7. 43 

8:8. 47 

11:22. 49 

14:27. 55 

19:11b.12b. 57 

24:15. 61 

24:25a. 65 

Conclusions. 66 

1.2 " Non-haplogenic" pluses in MT 70 

1 Sam 2:22. 70 

4 :21f. 75 

17-18. 78 

23:23. 86 

30:7. 88 

Conclusions. 89 


























1.3 


Pluses and minuses of 4QSam a in relation to MT 91 

1 Sam 10:27-11:1. 91 

2 Sam 5:4 f. 98 

6:2. 101 

6:7. 104 

10:6 f. 107 

24: l6b-17a. 112 

24:20. 114 

Conclusions. 116 

1.4 Double translations in LXX 119 

1 Sam 2:24. 119 

4:14-16. 121 

15:3. 125 

2 Sam 2:22b. 127 

13:15-l6a. 128 

15:17 f. 130 

15:19b-20. 136 

15:34. 137 

18:18. 141 

19:19a. 144 

20:l8-19a. 146 

20:22a. 149 

21:15b-l6a... 151 

Conclusions. 154 

PART 2 "HAPLOGENIC" PLUSES 157 

2.1 " Haplogenic 11 pluses in LXX 157 

1 Sam 1:24 f. 157 

3:15. 164 

10:1. 166 

10:21. 169 

12:8. 172 

13:5. 175 

13:15. 175 

14:41. 183 

14:42. 199 


































ix 


15 :12 .£. 204 

23:6. 207 

29:10. 208 

30:24. 217 

2 Sam 13:21. 219 

13:27. 224 

13:34b. 225 

14:30. 232 

15:20b. 236 

Conclusions. 238 

2.2 " Haplogenic" pluses in MT 243 

1 Sam 2:31 f. 243 

4:9. 248 

6:4. 249 

19:15. 257 

20:34. 259 

23:11 f. 260 

25:13a. 267 

26:5. 270 

2 Sam 6:3 f. 272 

7:25-27a. 277 

Conclusions. 281 

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS 283 

287 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 

























xi 


FOREWORD 

This study represents a doctoral dissertation which 
was defended at the University of Fribourg in November 1982. 

I thank most especially Prof. Dominique Barth£lemy, 
O.P., for his knowledgeable and ever-helpful direction as 
well as for his generosity in making his time and resources 
available to me. His example was and will remain a constant 
source of inspiration. 

A special word of thanks and indebtedness to His 
Eminence, Cardinal Carlo Maria Martini, Archbishop of Milan, 
who first introduced me to the study of textual criticism at 
the Biblical Institute and who has honored me with his interest 
during my studies. 

I am grateful to the rector of the Pontifical Biblical 
Institute, Fr. Maurice Gilbert, and to its entire community 
for their support and encouragement, as well as to the 
Marianist community of Regina Mundi for their kind hospitality 
during my stay in Fribourg. 

This work would not have been possible without the 
patient and generous help of Sr. Yvonne Dumont,* who typed 
the manuscript and whom I thank de tout coeur . 

My thanks to Prof. Othmar Keel for accepting the 
book for Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis. I am especially 
grateful to this series and to the Pontifical Biblical Insti¬ 
tute for defraying the cost of publication. My thanks also 
to all those who have encouraged and supported me along 
the way. 


Rome* May 25th 1984 


Stephen Pisano, S.J. 



xii 


ABBREVIATIONS 


Ant 

Ant . 

BASOR 

BDB 

BHS 

BJ 

BJ 1 

BJ 3 

Bottcher 
Budde, KHAT 
Budde, SBOT 

CTAT 

Dhorme 


The Antiochian text of the Greek Old Testament 
as found ordinarily in the mss b o c 2 e 2 for 
the books of Samuel. 

Josephus, Jewish Antiquities . 

Bulletin of the American School of Oriental 
Research. 


Brown, Driver, Briggs, A Hebrew and English 
Lexicon of the Old Testament. 


Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia . 

La Bible de Jerusalem . (The abbreviation BJ 
is used when both the first and the third 
editions are in agreement.) 

La Sainte Bible...de Jerusalem . 1st ed., 
1948-1953. 

La Bible de Jerusalem . Nouvelle Edition, 1973 

F. Bottcher, Neue Exegetisch-kritische Aehren - 
lese , 1863- 

K. Budde, Die Bucher Samuel . Kurz Hand-Com- 
mentar zum Alten Testament, 1902. 

K. Budde, The Books of Samuel . The Sacred 
Books of the Old Testament, 1894. 

D. Barth^lemy et al., Critique Textuelle de 
l'Ancien Testament .... Rapport final du 
comite pour 1*analyse textuelle de 1*A.T. 
h£breu, 1982. 

P. Dhorme, Les Livres de Samuel , 1910. 


Dhorme (1956) La Bible . Biblioth&que de la Pleiade, E. 
Dhorme, ed., 1956. 

Driver S. R. Driver, Notes on...the Books of Samuel, 

2nd ed., 1913. 

Ehrlich A.B. Ehrlich, Randglossen zur Hebraischen 

Bibel. Band 3: Josua, Richter, I und II 
Samuel, 1910. 



xiii 


Erdmann 

D. Erdmann, Die Bucher Samuelis, 1873. 

Eu 

Das Alte Testament. Einheitsiibersetzung, 1974. 

Fernandez 

A. Fernandez, 1 Samuel 1-15 Critica Textual, 
1917. 

GK 

W. Gesenius and E. Kautzsch, Gesenius* Hebrew 
Grammar, 1910. 

Graetz 

H. Graetz, Emendationes in...Veteris Testamenti 
Libros, Fasc. 3, 1894. 

Hertzberg 

H. W. Hertzberg, I and II Samuel, 1964. 

HOTTP 

Preliminary and Interim Report on the Hebrew 

Old Testament Text Project, 1976. 

Houbigant 

C. F. Houbigant, Notae Criticae, 1777. 

HTR 

Harvard Theological Review. 

Hummelauer 

F. de Hummelauer, Commentarius in Libros 
Samuelis, 1886. 

JBL 

Journal of Biblical Literature. 

JSOT 

Journal for the Study of the Old Testament. 

JSS 

Journal of Semitic Studies. 

KB 

L. Koehler and W. Baumgartner, Lexicon in 
Veteris Testamenti Libros, 1953- 

Keil 

C. F. Keil, Die Bucher Samuels, 1864. 

Kittel 

R. Kittel, ed., Biblia Hebraica, 3rd ed., 1937. 

Klostermann 

A. Klostermann, Die Bucher Samuelis und der 
Konige, 1887. 

Lohr 

M. Lohr, Die Bucher Samuels, 1898. 

LXX 

The majority text of the Septuagint without 
further specification. 

McCarter 

P.K. McCarter, I Samuel, 1980. 

NAB 

The New American Bible, 1969. 

NEB 

The New English Bible, 1972. 

Nowack 

W. Nowack, Richter, Ruth und Bucher Samuelis, 
1902. 



xiv 

OG 

OL 


Osty 

Peters 

QTSJ 

RB 

RSV 

Schulz I 

Schulz II 

Smith 

Stoebe 

Syr 

Tg 

Thenius 1 

2 

Thenius 

Vg 

VT 

W'ellhausen 

ZAW 

Zorell 


The oldest Greek text available of the Sept- 
uagint. 

The Old Latin text, cited from Sabatier, 
Bibliorum Sacrorum Latinae Versiones Antiquae , 
as OLs and from Vercellone, Variae Lectiones , 
as 0L V . 

La Bible , E. Osty, ed., 1973- 

N. Peters, Beitrage zur Text- und Literar - 
kritik...der Bucher Samuel , 1899. 

E. C. Ulrich, The Qumran Text of Samuel and 
Josephus , 1978. 

Revue Biblique . 

The Holy Bible . Revised Standard Version, 1966 

A. Schulz, Die Bucher Samuel . Erster Halb- 
band: Das Erste feuch Samuel, 1919. 

A. Schulz, Die Bucher Samuel . Zweiter Halb- 
band: Das Zweite Buch Samuel, 1920. 

H. P. Smith, The Books of Samuel , 2nd ed., 1912 

H. J. Stoebe, Das Erste Buch Samuelis , 1973. 

The Syriac Version of the Old Testament. 

Targum Jonathan. 

O. Thenius, Die Bucher Samuels , 1st ed., 1842. 
0. Thenius, Die Bucher Samuels , 2nd ed., 1864. 
The Vulgate translation of the Old Testament. 
Vetus Testamentum . 

J. Wellhausen, Der Text der Bucher Samuelis, 
1871. 

Zeitschrift fur die Alttestamentliche Wissen - 
schaft. 

F. Zorell, Lexicon Hebraicum Veteris Test - 
tamenti, 1940. 



1 


INTRODUCTION 

Whoever has compared the Septuagint text of the 
books of Samuel with that of the Hebrew Massoretic text has 
been struck immediately by the large number of pluses and 
minuses in each of these texts with respect to the other. 

What is perhaps even more striking than their sheer number, 
however, is the great length which many of these pluses at¬ 
tain, extending sometimes over the space of several verses 
(e.g., 1 Sam 17:12-32, absent entirely from a large number of 
LXX manuscripts), whole verses (e.g., 2 Sam 11:22, where LXX 
contains at least one verse absent from MT), or, which is 
more frequently the case, large segments occurring within or 
at the end of verses (e.g., the description of the Urim and 
Tummim at 1 Sam 14:41, absent from MT). 

With the discovery at Qumran of fragments of three 

different Hebrew texts of Samuel, not only were many of the 

pluses and minuses of LXX found to agree with these scrolls 

extending from the third to the first centuries, B.C., 1 2 but 

other pluses, found neither in MT nor in LXX, were discovered 
o 

as well. 


1 Cf. F. M. Cross, "A New Qumran Biblical Fragment Related 
to the Original Hebrew Underlying the Septuagint," BASCR 
132 (1953) 15-26; idem , "The Oldest Manuscripts from 
Qumran," JBL 74 ( 1955) 147-172; idem, The Ancient Library 
at Qumran , 2d. ed., (Garden City, 196IT; Eugene C. Ulrich, 
"4Q Same• a Fragmentary Manuscript of 2 Sam 14-15 from 
the Scribe of the Serek Hay-yaftad (IQS)," BASOR 235 
(1979) 1-25. 

2 F. M. Cross, "The Ammonite Oppression of the Tribes of 
Gad and Reuben: Missing Verses from 1 Samuel 11 Found in 
4QSamuel a ," in The Hebrew and Greek Texts of Samuel . 1980 
Proceedings IOSCS - Vienna, ed. Tov , (Jerusalem, 19d0) 

r HGTS], 105-119. 
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While it is generally recognized that the text of 
Samuel which was chosen to become the official Massoretic 
text was deficient in many ways, and that the LXX may be used 
to emend errors which have crept into the text of MT, ^ the 
extent to which these pluses or minuses are to be taken as 
original readings, and the extent to which a variant in their 
regard in MT or LXX (or 4QSam) witnesses to an accidental or 
deliberate insertion or omission, is far from agreed upon. 

This will become clear in the pages which follow as we examine 
each case individually. By way of introduction, however, it 
is necessary to see the general tendencies which authors 

have followed with regard to the emendation of the Hebrew 
4 

text of Samuel. 

Although interest in the use of the LXX for text- 
critical purposes is found already in the critics of the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries,^ the first to use the 
LXX systematically to correct the Hebrew text was Otto 
Thenius in his commentary on the books of Samuel which ap¬ 
peared in 1842.6 After comparing the Codex Vaticanus and 
Codex Alexandrinus with MT, he concluded that the LXX "as it 
appears in the edition according to the Vatican manuscript, 
was executed according to an essentially better and especially 
fuller Hebrew manuscript than that which lies at the basis 
of MT, and that because of its nature it is to be considered 
as a Hebrew manuscript, and it is to be used as the chief 
means for criticism of the text."^ 


3 Cf. B. J. Roberts, The Old Testament Text and Versions, 
(Cardiff, 1955), p. 182. 

4 For the complete references to the frequently cited com¬ 
mentaries occurring throughout this study, see List of 
Abbreviations. 

5 E.g., Jean Morin, Exercitationes Biblicae de Hebraei 
Graecique Textus Sinceritate (Parish 1633); Louis Cappel, 
Critica Sacra (Paris, 1650); C. F. Houbigant, Biblia 
Hebraica cum Notis Criticis (Paris, 1753). 

6 Die Bucher Samuel (Leipzig, 1842; 2d. ed., 1864). 

7 Thenius 1 , p. xxix. 
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With the double affirmation that the Greek text of 
Codex Vaticanus was equivalent to a Hebrew manuscript and 
that it contained a text which was essentially superior to 
that of MT, Thenius laid the foundation for most subsequent 
use of the LXX in text-critical studies of Samuel. However, 
the wholesale and massive correction of the MT which Thenius 
undertook in 1842 could not benefit from the caveat enun¬ 
ciated in 1863 by Paul de Lagarde, who observed that before 
the LXX could be used for critical purposes, the original 
Old Greek translation had to be separated from recensional 

Q 

variants which had found their way into the manuscripts. 

In 1871, Julius Wellhausen, in his study of the 
q 

text of Samuel, refined Thenius* work, showing greater dis¬ 
crimination in his use of the Greek text and a.more precise 
understanding of the inner-Greek variants on the basis of 
Lagarde*s admonition. He agreed with Thenius, against 
Fraenkel , 10 that the Old Greek translation of Samuel went 
back to a recension of Samuel which was vastly different 
from MT, but warned that "if one is in a situation where a 
version must be used as a critical tool, then first of all 
the nature of its translation style must be sought .*' 11 This 
use of LXX, as pioneered by Thenius and refined by Well¬ 
hausen, was followed by the majority of text critics and 

1 ? 

commentators of Samuel who succeded them. 

Two exceptions to this general tendency are found 
in Carl Friedrich Keil 1 ^ and David Erdmann 1 ^ who neither 

8 Paul de Lagarde, Anmerkungen zur Griechischen Ueberset - 
zung der Proverbia (Leipzig, 186377 2T 

9 Der Text der Bucher Samuelis (Gottingen, 1 8 71 ) - 

10 Z. Fraenkel, Vorstudien zu der Septuaginta (Leipzig, 

1841). 

11 Wellhausen, p. 9. 

12 Cf. Bottcher ( 1863); Driver ( 1 1890; 2 1913); Budde (SBOT; 
KHAT); Smith ( 1 1 898 ; 2 1912); Nowack (1902); Dhorme (1910). 

13 Biblischer Commentar liber die Prophetischen Geschichts - 
bucher des Alten Testaments" ! Zweiter Band: Die Bucher 
Samuels. (Leipzig, 1864) . 

14 Die Bucher Samuelis (Bielefeld und Leipzig, 1873). 
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refer to the LXX as a critical tool in the Introductions to 
their commentaries, nor accept Thenius f suggestions for e- 
mending the text of MT. 

15 

In a long review of Wellhausen's book on Samuel, 

Th. Noldeke, noting that Wellhausen's goal was the establish¬ 
ment of the original text, commented, "I certainly hope that 
no one will be induced to put his or any similar readings in 
an edition of the Hebrew text. I most certainly do not share 
the disdain for the 'fashion* of seeking in the editions the 
establishment of the text of a definite period, and am of 
the opinion that an edition of the Hebrew Old Testament 
should never go beyond the Massoretic text. After all, that 
is a text which at one time was actually in use.... The 
introduction of individually more or less certain corrections 
into a unified text of a later recension results in any case 
in a motley form, which as such never existed and which causes 
my philological sense to shudder. 

This same concern for the "philological sense" was 

shared by Max Lohr, who, ironically enough, was the editor 

1 7 

of the third edition of Thenius' commentary. In his Intro¬ 
duction he laid down the principle that "the goal of Old 
Testament text criticism is a philologically correct edition 

of MT, if we want to maintain common and sure ground under 
1 8 

our feet." He issued the admonition that when one goes 
beyond this in searching for the "original text", "the door 
is opened to even greater subjectivity than is the case in 

the situation [of the text itself], and it soon happens that 

1 9 

each one sets up his own text." 

15 Th. Noldeke, review of Per Text der Bucher Samuelis , by 
Julius Wellhausen, in Zeitschrift fur Wissenschaftliche 
Theologie 16 (1873), PP- 117-122. 

16 Noldeke, p. 118 . 

o 

17 Max Lohr, Die Bucher Samuels von Otto Thenius (Leipzig, 

1898 ). 

18 Lohr, p. xc. 

19 Lohr, p. xci. 
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H. P. Smith reacted strongly against this approach 

20 

of Lohr*s in his own commentary on Samuel, pointing out 
that since the MT itself came from a probably single, de¬ 
fective manuscript and "swarms with errors", "it forms no 
natural stopping place in the history — or at least it 

forms no stopping place of which the exegete can say *this 

21 

is the goal of my labours*." Commenting on Lohr 1 s canon 

that pluses in LXX should be accepted only where the context 
22 

impels us to do so, he maintains that "it cannot be shown 
that the translators of G made insertions in their text. All 
the evidence goes to show that they tried to render the 
text before them." 2 ^ 

The extent to which LXX f s Vorlage may have differed 
from MT lies at the basis of A. Schulz* more cautious accept- 

2ii 

ance of LXX as a tool for emending the text. While recog¬ 
nizing the frequently poor state of MT, he claims that it 
can not always be clearly ascertained, when a divergency 
exists between it and LXX, whether LXX has simply not trans¬ 
lated literally or whether a different Hebrew text formed its 
Vorlage . He distinguishes between variants in LXX which 
seem to have come from a Hebrew text different from MT and 

pc 

those which seem to be Greek originals, J and concludes, 
more cautiously than Smith, that each case must be decided 
on its own merits. 2 ^ 

The usefulness of LXX for emending MT was further 
criticized by H.S. Nyberg who, in an article on the text- 


20 A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Books of 
Samuel (Edinburgh, 189b; 2d. ed., 1912). 

21 Smith 2 , p. 397. 

22 Lohr, p. xci. 

23 Smith 2 p. 400. 

24 Die Bucher Samuel . Erster Halbband: Das Erste Buch Sam- 
uel (Miinster in Westf., 1919); Zweiter Halbband: Das 
Zweite Buch Samuel (Munster in Westf., 1920). 

25 Schulz II, pp. 319f. 

26 Schulz II, p. 323- 
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critical problems of Hosea, in 1934,and in a book on the 

p Q 

same subject in 1935, pointed out that the study of OT text 
tradition is not different from, and should not be separated 
from, ancient oriental text tradition study in general. He 
accused the OT critics of having proceeded too quickly to 
the emendation of the Hebrew text without having first taken 
sufficient time to understand the text, and proposed the 
recollection of "eine gute alte philologische Regel": "When 

one does not understand a passage, one should first mistrust 

29 

oneself and not the text." 

The most trenchant position against the use of LXX 
for Hebrew text emendation is found in F.A.H. de Boer, who 
concluded in the chapter on the LXX in his Research into 
the Text of Samuel I-XVI ^ 0 that "on the grounds of our re¬ 
search, this part of G can be considered of little value 
for the determination of the 'original' Hebrew text. The 
divergencies give important material for the determination 
of the intrinsic value of the translation and point out the 

difficulties which M has not smoothed out, but they cannot 

o 1 

amend the Hebrew text." J 

In what might be called diametrical opposition to 
this approach ofde Boer's, F. M. Cross, on the basis of 

27 "Das Textkritische Problem des Alten Testaments am 
Hoseabuch Demonstriert," ZAW 52(1934) 241-254. Although 
Nyberg's study was not of the books of Samuel, his posi¬ 
tion influenced later Samuel commentators. See below, 

H. J. Stoebe. 

28 Studien zum Hoseabuch . Zugleich ein Beitrag zur Klarung 
des Problems der alttestamentlichen Textkritik (Uppsala, 
1935) . 

29 Nyberg, "Das textkritische Problem...”, p. 247. 

30 Research into the Text of 1 Samuel I-XVI (Amsterdam, 
1938), continued in Oudtestamentische Studien I (1942) 
and VI(1949). 

31 de Boer, Research, p. 69. This attitude is mirrored 
in the apparatus criticus of the text of Samuel in BHS 
( 1976), which was prepared by de Boer. 
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the texts of Samuel discovered at Qumran, which are fre¬ 
quently in accord with LXX where the latter differs from MT, 
has emphasized the relative fluidity of Samuel traditions 
before the establishment of the Massoretic text and the need 
to take the divergent LXX and Qumran traditions seriously in 
attempting to arrive at a "more nearly original text" than 
that which MT provides .^ Continuing a suggestion made by 
Albright in 1955,^ Cross has accounted for the divergencies 
between MT, LXX and 4QSam a by his "Theory of Local Texts", 
which identifies the Vorlage of the LXX as an Egyptian text, 
the text of Qumran as Palestinian, and that of proto-MT as 
Babylonian. The high value which Cross places on the text 
of LXX and 4QSam a for restoring MT to a "more nearly original" 
text is mirrored in the most recent commentary on Samuel to 
appear, that of P. Kyle McCarter .^ 

H. J. Stoebe,in his commentary on 1 Samuel ,^ is 
more reserved with regard to LXX and does not exclude the 
possibility that divergencies in LXX vis-a-vis MT may have 
come from the translator. He maintains, against Cross, that 
"the text type from G and from Qumran does not necessarily 
have to be better.37 He claims further that it is not 
possible to establish a line of development according to 
which MT would be the latest and poorest of the texts, but 
rather it is necessary to remember that "each recension must 
be taken first of all for itself, and, insofar as possible, 
be understood through itself."^ Stoebe refers approvingly 

32 Cross, BASOR 132, pp. 24f. 

33 W. F. Albright, "New Light on Early Recensions of the 
Hebrew Bible," BASOR 140 (1955) 27-33. 

34 F. M. Cross, "The History of the Biblical Text in the 
Light of Discoveries in the Judaean Desert," HTR 57 
(1964). p. 297. 

35 I Samuel . A New Translation with Introduction and Com¬ 
mentary (Garden City, 1980). 

36 Das Erste Buch Samuelis (Giitersloh, 1973). 

37 Stoebe, p. 30. 

38 Stoebe, p. 31. 
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to Nyberg's principles that "up to a relatively late period 
the border between oral and written tradition was not yet so 
sharply drawn as one frequently imagines, and also the fixed 
written form was still for a long time the basis for live 
narration. 7 As a result, the more ample text is not ne¬ 
cessarily the more original, and the fuller LXX text which 

was present in Egypt could be the result of the fact that 

40 

there the tradition no longer remained oral. Thus he 
attributes many of the differences between MT and LXX to the 
different traditions, without seeking one original text 
whose variations from MT would necessarily signify corruptions 
in it. 

In a recent conference on the text of Samuel, D. 
Barthelemy 2 * 1 has suggested that, while both MT and LXX 
contain evidence of textual corruption, LXX shows a higher 
degree of literary initiative, either on the part of its 
translators or already in its Vorlage , than MT especially in 
passages which LXX seems not to have understood or felt in 

need of clarification, whereas the text of MT has frequently 

42 

preserved more difficult, but more original, readings. 

The degree, therefore, to which LXX may be used to emend a 
supposed corruption in MT is reduced and, before such an 
emendation is introduced, the literary particularities of 
LXX or of its Vorlage must be taken into consideration. This 
same concern for the literary qualities of LXX, and their 
subsequent non-use for the correction of MT, is seen as well 
in the Final Report of the Committee of the Hebrew Old Tes- 

4q 

tament Text Project as well. J 


39 

Stoebe, p. 32. Cf. 
p. 243. 

Nyberg, "Das textkritische 

Problem 

40 

Stoebe, p. 32. 



41 

"La Qualite du Texte 
pp. 1-44. 

Massoretique de Samuel," 

in HGTS, 

42 

Cf. Barthelemy, "La 

Qualite...," p. 44. 


43 

D. Barthelemy et al. 

, Critique Textuelle de 1 * 

Ancien 


Testament . 1. Josu£, Juges, Ruth, Samuel, Chroniques, 

Esdras , FTehemie, Esther. (Fribourg/Gottingen, 1982). 
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To my knowledge, the only study devoted exclusively 
and specifically to the question of the pluses and minuses 

114 

in the MT and LXX texts of Samuel is that of Norbert Peters. 

Having examined 71 pluses in MT and 123 pluses in LXX "which 

form an independent sentence or are at least relatively 

lengthy," he concluded that: 1) the tendency to expand is 

greater in MT (54 cases) than in LXX (31 cases); 2) there is 

no tendency to shorten texts in Greek while MT has eight 

instances (1 Sam 1:8.11.18; 10:21; 2 Sam 11:22a.22b; 14:33; 

19:43a); 3) in both MT and LXX there are absences due to 

scribal error, but the state of MT is much poorer than that 

of LXX (43 cases of omission in MT versus 16 in LXX); and 

finally, 4) the Greek text contains by far the better re- 

46 

cension of the books of Samuel. 

Peters has rendered a real service in having 
gathered in one place this large number of variants, but his 
results are open to a certain amount of criticism. First of 
all, although the stated object of his study was those pluses 
"which form an independent sentence or are at least rela¬ 
tively lengthy", of the 71 pluses for MT, 29 are only three 
words or less, and of the 123 for LXX, 38 are three words or 
less. A judgment on such small units is much more difficult 
than for the lengthier pluses as, on the one hand, a smaller 
unit is more likely to have fallen out accidentally, although, 
on the other hand, such small units are highly characteristic 
of midrashic-type additions .^ 


44 Beitrage zur Text- und Literarkritik sowie zur Erklarung 

der Bucher Samuel (Freiburg im Breisgau, 18$9). ”* 

45 Peters, p. 101. 

46 Peters, pp. 158-163. 

47 Cf. J. Weingreen, "Rabbinic-type Glosses in the Old 
Testament" JSS 2(1957), p. 150, where he cites brevity 
as one of the characteristics of such glosses. On the 
presence of glosses of this type in MT, cf. R. H. 

Pfeiffer, "Midrash in the Books of Samuel," Quantulacumque . 
Studies Presented to Kirsopp Lake, ed. R. P“ Casey, 
(London, 1937), pp. 303-316. On the possibility that 
such glosses might be found in LXX, cf. E. Tov, "Midrash- 
type Exegesis in the LXX of Joshua," RB 85(1978) 50-61. 
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Secondly, Peters has subjected most of his cases 
only to a very cursory examination which, especially in the 
case of those phrases which he considers textual accidents, 
do not take sufficient note of the context in which they are 
found. 

Thirdly, although he mentions the difficulty of 
distinguishing between LXX variants which were found already 
in its Vorlage and those which are due to the Greek trans¬ 
lations itself, his list of results makes no attempt to dis¬ 
tinguish between these. He claims that the LXX plus at 2 Sam 

24:25 is, in his opinion, attributable to the Greek trans- 
48 

lator, yet goes on to say on the next page that, for seven¬ 
teen cases in LXX where an addition was inserted ”out of the 

context”, ”the whole translation technique does not permit 

49 

the hypothesis of an insertion by the translator.” 

Finally, and most damaging for his overall con¬ 
clusions, his presumption is in favor of the Greek text since 
it is the older of the two. He admits this bias himself when 
he asserts that ”the first question must continually be: How 
could MT arise from Gr?”,^° and this although he takes Lohr 

C 1 

to task for having the same bias toward MT. 

The work of Peters, therefore, must be re-done, 
especially with emphasis given to a more thorough analysis of 
the cases treated, which is what will be attempted in this 
study. 

The foregoing brief history of the fortunes of LXX 
as a critical tool for the correction of the Hebrew text of 
Samuel serves as an introduction to and justification of yet 
another examination of many of the same pluses and minuses 
which have been discussed since the onset of modern criticism. 
This study has as its point of departure, however, an obser¬ 
vation resulting from a survey of the various commentators f 


48 

Peters, 

P- 

159. 

49 

Peters, 

P- 

160 . 

50 

Peters, 

P- 

165. 

51 

Peters, 

p. 

165. 



positions with regard to those pluses and minuses whose 
absence from MT (or from LXX) is ordinarily attributed to an 
accidental omission caused by homeoteleuton. The frequency 
of such cases in Samuel has been noted by virtually all 
commentators, and the usefulness of LXX for their restoration 
is commonly accepted. There are, however, a certain number 
of cases of apparent homeoteleuton , for which some authors 
have nonetheless opted for the originality of the shorter 
(and in most cases MT) text. One of the most striking ex¬ 
amples is 1 Sam 14:42, where, although the LXX text suggests 
that its plus has accidentally fallen out of MT through an 
accident due to homeoteleuton which would have extended over 
the last five words of the verse, Wellhausen chose to accept 

the shorter MT as the original text, and called the homeo- 

cp 

teleuton-like plus in LXX an insertion in the text. Al¬ 
though many authors appear to accept the unwritten rule that, 
if the form of a plus indicates that it can be attributed to 
an error through homeoteleuton, then it must be, the example 
noted above suggests the rather disquieting possibility that 
even in those cases in which an apparent homeoteleuton occurs, 
the plus may still be the indication of a later editorial 
insertion into an originally shorter text. The possibility 
of this phenomenon, as a literary technique, was pointed out 
for the Hebrew text by Harold M. Wiener who wrote in 1929 that 

An important formal trace of compilation which meets us 
in many of the O.T. narratives gives useful help in the 
work of disentangling the early material. It may be 
called the practice of resumptive repetition. Where an 
editor desired to incorporate something, he frequently 
inserted it, and then resumed the original narrative, 
repeating the last phrase before the break with more or 
less accuracy.53 


52 Wellhausen, p. 95, followed by Driver, Nowack, Ehrlich, 
Kittel, Fernandez, Schulz, Hertzberg, Stoebe, RSV, NEB, 
NAB, BJ, Osty, TOB, Eii. 

53 Harold M. Wiener, The Composition of Judges 11,11 to 

I Kings 11,46, (Leipzig, 1929), p. 2.- 
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He then went on to note that "it is particularly common in 

S4 

the books of Samuel". Some years later, Curt Kuhl noted 
the existence of this literary procedure in the prophetical 
books as well, terming it "Wiederaufnahme". 

In the light of this literary technique of "re¬ 
sumptive repetition", the texts of MT, LXX and 4QSam must be 
examined with a view to determining whether it might account 
for some of the divergencies between these texts when a sig¬ 
nificant plus (or minus) is found in one of them. 

When an editorial addition has been inserted into 
the text in this way, so that the first and last word or 
phrase are identical, and when the absence of the addition 
in the other texts would lead one to think that this absence 
might be explained by haplography, such a text may be desig¬ 
nated "haplogenic". Its form is such that it could have 
generated the accidental omission of all that stands between 
the repeated word or phrase. 

The purpose of the following study is to examine 

the significant pluses and minuses found in the text of MT, LXX, 

and 4QSam as well, in order to determine, where possible, the 

more original reading in each case, with special attention 

given to those cases in which a haplography might be the 

cause of its omission. For each of the cases considered we 

will attempt to determine, as well, the degree of certitude 

_ 

which may be obtained as to the original reading, the 
motives for a textual change in the cases of those pluses or 
minuses which are judged not to be original, and the cause of 
textual accidents in those cases where one appears to have 
taken place. 


54 Wiener, Composition , p. 2. 

55 Curt Kuhl, "Die Wiederaufnahme* — ein literarkritisches 
Prinzip?" ZAW 64 (1952) 1-11. 

56 Here again, Peters* study is deficient in that, although 
in his discussion of certain cases he qualifies them only 
as "wahrscheinlich", they are counted in his conclusions 
on the same level as those about which he is certain. 
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The First Part of this study consists of an ana¬ 
lysis of those pluses which do not appear in "haplogenic" 
form,that is, whose absence from a text may not be attribut¬ 
able to a simple error due to homeoteleuton or homeoarcton. 
These are divided into, first of all, those instances in 
which a plus occurs in LXX which is "non-haplogenic" in form 
(Part 1.1), then those in which a plus occurs in MT which is 
"non-haplogenic" (Part 1.2), and, thirdly, those in 4QSam 
which are M non-haplogenic' r (Part 1.3). A final section in 
Part 1 (1.4)is reserved for the pluses in the Greek text which 
are due to a double translation, as these are basically of 
a different nature, showing evidence of inner-Greek editorial 
activity. 

The Second Part consists of those pluses in LXX 
(Part 2.1) and MT (Part 2.2) which are "haplogenic" in form. 

In the General Conclusions the conclusions from 
each section will be compared in order to determine the 
nature of the texts of MT, LXX and 4QSam as far as these 
pluses or minuses are concerned. Further, the conclusions 
drawn from the examination of "haplogenic" pluses will enable 
us to determine whether all such cases are merely textual 
accidents, or whether, and to what extent, we may discern in 
them evidence of deliberate editorial activity. 

This analysis is intended to be a partial contri¬ 
bution to our understanding of the nature of the texts of 
Samuel represented by MT, LXX and 4QSam. It is partial, 
first of all, since the only phenomenon under consideration 

here is the occurrence of significant pluses or minuses in 

57 

one or more of these three texts. It is partial, secondly, 
since only the lengthier and more significant pluses or 
minuses will be treated here. All of the one- or two-word 
pluses and many of the three-word pluses which Peters in¬ 
cluded have been omitted in order to concentrate on those 
which add significantly to the text. 

57 For a discussion of the differences between MT and LXX, 
see Driver^, pp. lv-lxix. For the text of 4QSam see 
the articles by Cross and Ulrich referred to in notes 
1 and 2 above. 
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Texts and Versions 


The Hebrew Massoretic text is that found in the 

c Q 

Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS), which is based on the 
Leningrad Codex B 19 A (dated 1008/9 A.D.). 

The texts of the fragments of Samuel discovered in 

Cave IV at Qumran which are accessible at present are found 

59 60 

in various publications by F. M. Cross ^ and E. C. Ulrich, 
as well as, for 1 Samuel, in P. Kyle McCarter*s commentary.^ 1 

For the Greek Septuagint translation (L.XX) of 
Samuel, I have used the Cambridge edition of Brooke-McLean- 

6 P 

Thackeray, which reproduces, where not otherwise specified, 
the text of Codex Vaticanus B. For other books of the Bible 
in Greek, both the Cambridge^ and the Gottingen^** editions 
have been employed. The degree to which the M 01d Greek" 
translation is actually accessible through manuscript evi¬ 
dence has been a subject of discussion ever since Lagarde's 

warning on the state of the Greek text found in the manu- 
65 66 

scripts. D For the non-kaige sections of Sam-Kgs, Codex 

58 Edited by K. Elliger and W. Rudolph (Stuttgart, 1967- 
1977). 

59 Cf. the articles by Cross cited in notes 1 and 2. 

60 E. C. Ulrich, Jr., The Qumran Text of Samuel and Jos ¬ 
ephus (Ann Arbor, 197b) fQT&Jj, in addition to his art- 
icle cited in note 1. 

61 Cf. note 35. 

62 The Old Testament in Greek According to the Text of Codex 
Vaticanus , Vol TT.: The Later Historical Books. Part I: 

I and II Samuel, edd. A. E. Brooke and N. McLean with 
H. St. J. Thackeray, (Cambridge, 1927). 

63 The Old Testament in Greek According to the Text of Codex 
Vaticanus (Cambridge, 1906-1940) . 

64 Septuaginta: Vetus Testamentum Graecum Auctoritate Aca - 
demiae Scientiarum Gottingensis Editum (Gottingen, TIFT 1 - 
1974) . 

65 See above, page 2. 

66 On the kaige and non- kaige sections of the books of Sam- 
Kgs, see D. Barthelemy, Les Devanciers d'Aquila (Leiden, 
1963). 
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fi v 

Vaticanus B is generally considered the best guide here, 

while for the sections where Codex Vaticanus B contains the 

kaige recension, the 11 Antiochian” text (Ant) found in mss 

b o c 0 e 0 must be used as the starting point for this inves- 
6 8 

tigation. In either case we must be content with the 

60 

"oldest available Greek text” based on manuscript evidence. 

The Old Latin fragments are those cited by Ver- 
cellone (0L V ),^° by Sabatier,^ and those appearing in the 
critical apparatus of the Cambridge text and of BHS. 

For the Vulgate, the text edited by the monks of 

72 

San Girolamo in Rome has been employed. It will be cited 
only infrequently as it does not form an independent witness, 
but is occasionally a valuable guide to St. Jerome*s under¬ 
standing of the MT. 

The text of the Targum Jonathan is that of Sper- 
7R 

ber*s edition. J Here again, its usefulness is minimal 


67 E. Tov, "Lucian and Proto-Lucian. Toward a New Solution 
of the Problem,” RB 79(1972), p. 109. 

68 For the text of these mss, I have followed Barthelemy*s 
designation as "Antiochian” ( Les Devanciers , p. 92) 
rather than Cross* "proto-Lucianic" ("History of the 
Biblical Text...”). Since both authors now agree that 
the Old Greek is lost for these sections (cf. Barthelemy, 
"Prise de Position sur les Autres Communications du 
Colloque de Los Angeles," in Etudes d*Histoire du Texte 
de l*Ancien Testament (Fribourg, 197b), p. 273), one 
must in any event examine each reading on its own merits 
in order to establish to what extent it represents the 
oldest available Greek text no matter which terminology 
is used. 

69 Cf. Barthelemy, "Prise de Position—,** p. 273. 

70 C. Vercellone, Variae Lectiones Vulgatae Latinae Bib - 
liorum 2 Vols., (Roma, i860 and 1864). 

71 P. Sabatier, Bibliorum Sacrorum Latinae Versiones 
Antiquae seu Vetus Italica 3 Vols., (Paris, 1751). 

72 Biblia Sacra juxta Latinam Vulgatam Versionem ad Codicum 
Fidem , Vol. V: Liber Samuhelis, (Romae, 1944 ). 

73 The Bible in Aramaic , Vol II: The Former Prophets 
accoraing to Targum Jonathan, ed. A. Sperber, (Leiden, 
1959). 
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except as a confirmation of MT, but its occasional inter¬ 
pretative expansions are instructive. 

The Syriac text is that prepared by the Peshitta 
74 

Institute. Driver noted that it "not infrequently" concurs 

75 

with the text of Lucian. As with the Targum Jonathan it 
is more important for its interpretative renderings than as 
witness to a text independent from MT. 

Finally, the text of Josephus* Jewish Antiquities , 
important as a witness to the pre-Massoretic state of the 

76 

Greek text, is that of the edition of Thackeray and Marcus. 


74 The Old Testament in Syriac according to the Peshitta 
Version, Part 11,2: Judges - Samuel, (Leiden, 1978). 

p 

75 Driver , p. lxxi. 

76 Josephus, Jewish Antiquities . Boks V-VIII. Vol V, 
tr. H. St. J. Thackeray and R. Marcus (London and Cam¬ 
bridge, MA, 1950). Cf. Ulrich, QTSJ, for a thorough 
analysis of Josephus* textual affinities and for his 
importance as a witness to the "proto-Lucianic" text. 
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PART I 

"NON-HAPLOGENIC" PLUSES 


"Non-haplogenic" pluses in LXX 


In this section we will examine those readings in 
which a plus is found in the Greek text vis-!t-vis MT whose 
absence from the latter may not be ascribed to a simple error 
of homeoteleuton or homeoarcton. 


1 Sam 1 :5f . 

MT: nnm nao mn*n nn* mn-riK *o o*>2n nn« nan nan^ijj 

nnm nyn nm* *no-*o nnynn oyo-m nmx nnoyoi 6 

LXX**: ^Mai xn Avva e6ajxev pepi6a piav, oti oum r\v auxn 

iraibiov, itXnv oti xnv Avvav nTotitot EXMava urcep xauxnv. 
Mai Kupioq aiteMXeioev xa icepi xnv pnxpav auxns, °oxi 
oum ebawev auxn Kupioq iraibiov, Maxa xnv 0Xit|uv auxn? 
xai xaxa xnv a0upiav xns QXujjewq auxns* Mai n^upei 
6ia xouxo, oxi ouveMXeiaev Kupioq xa icepi xnv pnxpav 
auxns, xou pn bouvai auxn itaibiov. 

LXX Ant : ^xn be Awn ebamev pepiba piav Maxa rcpooajTtov, oxi oum 

nv auxn Tiaibiov* itXnv oxi r]yana o EXMava xnv Awav 
uicep xnv fcevvava, Mai Kupioq aiteMXeiaev xa rcepi xnv 
pnxpav auxn?. °Mai itapajp-yi^ev auxnv n avxiCn^oq 
auxn? Mai 7e itapopyiapa) 6ia xo e£ou0eveiv auxnv. 

Mai oum e6awev Kupioq auxn naibiov Maxa xnv 0Xi(Juv 
auxn? Mai Maxa xnv a0upiav xns 4>uxns auxn?, Mai 
nQupei 6ia xouxo Mai eMXaiev, oxi ouveMXeiaev Kupioq 
xa irepi xnv pnxpav auxns, xou pn bouvai auxn rcaibiov. 

In these two verses we find a series of pluses in 
LXX which serve to emphasize the cause of Hannah’s distress 
(v.5: oxi oum nv auxn itaibiov; EXMava urcep xauxnv [$evvava - 
Ant]; v.6: oxi oum ebumev auxn Kupioq rcaibiov; [Mai eMXaiev - 
Ant]; xou pn bouvai auxn itaibiov), plus a double translation 
of v.6b in Ant: Mai itapa)pyi£ev — 6ia xo e£ou0eveiv auxnv and 
Maxa xnv 0Xii|uv — xns ijiuxns auxn?- 



18 


While Thenius noted in 1842 that the pluses of 
LXX were "appropriate", and suggested that they be taken 
into the text, 1 2 3 4 he dropped all reference to them in his 

p 

second edition. Even Peters, while claiming that they could 
have been intentionally dropped from MI, calls them additions,^ 
and no author has accepted them as original. Vg, Tg and Syr 
all follow MT here as well. 

The repetitiousness of these pluses is a clear 
sign that they are editorial additions, designed to under¬ 
score Hannah's plight of barrenness. In v.5 MT merely says 
that Elkanah gave Hannah only one portion while LXX spells 
out that the reason for her barrenness was that the Lord had 
not given her a child. This serves not only to dramatize her 
plight further, but also to set up the coming story in which 
Hannah will make her vow to the Lora if he gives her a child. 
LXX has also heightened the contrast and rivalry between 
Hannah and Peninnah by adding EAxava uicep xauxqv, which Ant 
made even more explicit by inserting Peninnah's name. 

LXX translated the problematic max, which it ap- 

ii 

parently found obscure, as while Ant, trying to approx¬ 

imate MT, added xaxot upoowicov before the plus and preserved 
the OG icXnv after it. 

While the Greek text of v.5 is quite literal vis-a- 
vis MT once the pluses have been eliminated, v. 6 in cod B is 
problematic. A plus found only in mss bdghopqtzc 2 
e c » xat itapajpYt^ev auxqv q avT:i^r\\oq auxqs nat rcapopY tapa) 
6ia xo e£ou0eveiv auxqv, provides a literal translation of MT 
nnyin vinyn oyo-OA nm* nnoyoi, followed, after the insertion 
oxi ouh ebamev auxq Kupioq itatbtov, by xaxa xqv 0Ai<|uv auxq^ 
nat xaxa xqv aSuptotv xqq 4>uxns auxqs, which, by its position 
in cod B appears to render nms nnoyoi . After this, nat nGupei 

1 Thenius 1 , p. 3. 

2 

2 Thenius , p. 5. 

3 Peters, p. 117- 

4 Cf. McCarter: "LXX , then, probably reflects a corruption 
of a text identical to MT, after which the explanatory plus 
... arose." (p. 52). He goes on to point out that "it is 
unlikely that a straightforward conjunction like 'pes (ki) 
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6ia touto in cod B (+xai exXaiev in Ant) seems to be OG*s 
attempt at nnym mayo. 

Wellhausen has rightly observed that LXX’s xai xottot 
tr|v a0upiav Tpq 0Xi<J)ecjQ autns is a second translation for 

c 

xaTa Tpv 0Xi<|hv auTriq. With wai nQupei 6iot touto translating 
mjn oyo-ox, LXX appears simply to have left the difficult 
nnym untranslated. Klostermann and Bhorme have suggested 
nnm miyn and Smith nnsin mayo, but Driver has pointed out 
the meaning "to murmur, complain" for the root oyn in Tg and 
"to be indignant, complain, lament" in Syr, as well as "to 
anger" in Arabic,^ and thus obtains a good meaning for MT. 

If OG here, therefore, read xaTa Tqv 0Xii|)iv auTim 
xai pQupei 6ia touto, it appears to have known a Hebrew 
Vorlage which was the same as, or similar to, MT, and its 
translation, as for c pan, shows that it tried to approximate 
the meaning as best as it could. Ant preserved the unintelli¬ 
gible text but first gave its own literal translation. Where 
the pluses occur in LXX, there is no clear indication of 
whether they show literary creativity on LXX's part or whether 
they were already found in its Vorlage . In any event, it is 
clear that the simpler MT narrative was embellished by several 
additions, whose absence from MT cannot be accounted for by 
textual accident, designed to emphasize Hannah*s misery and 
to prepare the reader for the Lord’s intervention later in the 
narrative with the birth of Samuel. 

1 Sam 1.11 

MT: nmDTi innx mya nxm nm-ox niNns mm “inxm in mm 

-to mm!> mnmi tnvjnN ym nnmi “iimN-nx nown-Ktn 

. n5y*>-K5 .mini m>n *>n> 


could become altered to the obscure expression in MT 
(p. 54), which constitutes a good argument in favor of 
the obscure cpqn, even if it does not explain its meaning. 

5 Wellhausen, p. 36. 

6 Driver, p. 10. Cf. Schulz, "widerwillig sein"; Hertzberg, 
"to humiliate her"; McCarter, "complain aloud," based on 
oyi "to thunder". 
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LXX : xofi riu£axo euxnv Kupia) Xeyouaa A6a)vai Kupie EXojg 

Ia|3aa)0, eav eici(3Xeica)v eitipXe<|>ns xrjv xaxeiva)aiv xr\<; 
OouXriQ aou xai pvnoOns you xai 6ax; in 6ouXr) aou 
arceppa av6pa)v, xai 6o)aa) auTov evajitiov aou 6oxov gojq 
H pepaq Oavaxou auxou* xai olvov xai peOuapa ou 
mexai, xai ai6npoq oux ava|3noexai eiu xqv xetpaXriv 
auxou. 

An t 

LXX : xai nu£axo euxnv too Kupia) xa>v 6uvapea)v Xeyouaa A6a)vai 
KupLe EXan Xapaa)0, eav em0Xeita)v emf3Xe4>n9 em xrjv 
xaiteivajaiv xr\q 6ouXns aou xai pvna0r)S pou xai pii 
emXa0n zr\q 6ouXns oou xai 6a )q xrj 6ouXri aou axeppa 
av6poq, Kott 6a)oa) auxov evajmov aou 6oxov ecoq nuep<*S 
Oavaxou auxou, xai oivov xai peOuapa ou mexai, xai 
ai6ripoq ouk ava(3noexai em xrjv xe<paXrjv auxou. 

a 7 • 

4QSam : [r>n irpium Dbunx 

[iwn !?]5 vny> k!? minh nnw> k 6 noun v>i imn o*p -ty] 

In Hannah's prayer for a son and her promise to con¬ 
secrate him to the Lord, cod B omits inn* -nx nown-xtn , which 
is present in Ant. Further on, the Greek text contains a 
plus, xai oivov xai peOuapa ou mexai, found in all Gk mss, 
0L V and 4QSam a , although it is absent from the Greek text of 

o 

Origen. By far the majority of authors has opted for the 
MT reading here, considering the OG minus to be either a 
haplography or a deliberate omission, and the LXX plus a 
deliberate insertion, inspired by Num 6:3 and/or the promise 
of Samson's birth in Judg 13:4.^ Houbigant maintained the 
originality of the LXX plus, based on the argument that this 
detail concerning wine and strong drink is usually not 
omitted when a Nazirite vow is referred to. 1 ^ Bottcher 
attributed both the plus and minus in LXX to his "Laienre- 
cension"j 11 and Thenius, along the same lines as Houbigant, 
retained the plus of LXX as being appropriate in the context 
of a Nazirite vow. 12 


7 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 39. 

8 Origen, De Oratione , in Omnia Opera I (Paris, 1733), p. 203- 

9 Keil, Erdmann, Wellhausen, Klostermann, Hummelauer, Graetz, 
Budde, Smith (although he omits the MT plus), Nowack, 
Dhorme, Driver, Ehrlich, Schulz, Kittel, Hertzberg, 

Stoebe, RSV, NEB, BJ, Osty, TOB, Eu. 

10 Houbigant, p. 285. 

11 Bottcher, p. 90 . 

2 

12 Thenius . p. 5. 
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More recently, Cross, Ulrich and McCarter have ac¬ 
cepted the originality of the plus on the basis of its pres- 
a i o 

ence in 4QSam . D Cross points out that 4Q contains an 
addition at 1:22 which explicitly refers to Samuel as a 
nazir and goes on to suggest that it may have been derived 
from 1111.^ Ulrich's reconstruction of 4Q here (see above) 
follows LXX, and the space considerations seem to warrant the 
presence of the plus in 4Q. LXX's 6oxov, further, appears 
to suggest an original in its Vorlage , although the word 

is a hapax in LXX. 1 ^ Thus, LXX and 4Q seem to be in agree¬ 
ment on the presence of on the phrase "until the day of 

his death" instead of MT's "all the days of his life", and 
on the plus concerning the abstention from wine and strong 
drink. 1 ^ 

In MT, Samuel is not specifically referred to as a 
nazir , although the vow that "no razor shall touch his head" 
seems clearly to have been inspired by either Num 6:3 or 
Judg 13- The only Biblical text which refers to Samuel as 
nazir is the Hebrew Ben Sira 46:13.^ 

If we look carefully at the three principal textual 
witnesses here, MT, LXX and 4Q, we can see a clear progres¬ 
sion in the portrayal of Samuel as nazir . In MT, Hannah's 
vow mentioned only that no razor would touch the head of the 
child. The promise of abstention from wine and strong drink, 


13 Cross, BASOR 132, p. 18; Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 40; McCarter, 
pp. 53ff. 

14 Cross, p. 1 8 , although McCarter maintains that for v.11 
"the insertion of nzyr , though entirely appropriate, is 
probably secondary, under the influence of v.22" (p. 54). 

15 For in Judg 13:5.7 and 16:17 cod B reads vot£eip in 

13:5, but ayiov in 13:7 and 16:17. The majority of mss 
contains va^eipaiov in all three places. In the other 
uses of ayiaCo)(Lev 25:5.11 Am 2:11f.); euxopou 

(Num 6:13-18.19.20.21); r\yr\oaxo (Gen 49:260; ayveia (Num 
6:3); 6o£aa0ei<; (Deut 33:16); va£ipaioi (Lam 4:7). 

16 Note, however, that the nazir[s abstention from strong 
drink is found only at Num 6:3. In Judg 13:4.7.14, the 
order to abstain is given to Samson's mother , not to the 
future nazir . 

17 Barthelemy points out that the Mishna ( Nazir IV,5) also 
applies the term nazir to Samuel (Barthelemy, CTAT). 
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along with the formula "until the day of his death” (Cf. the 
same phrase in the context of the Samson narrative at Judg 
13:7), which LXX contains, is clearly intended to enlarge the 
picture of the Nazirite. In LXX, in addition, 6otov, which 
may indicate an original v>Ti in LXX*s Vorlage and which 
certainly strengthens the notion of giving the child to the 
Lord, emphasizes the Nazirite even more. The "naziritazion" 
of Samuel becomes complete in 4Q, with its explicit reference 
to nazir in v.22. Given the gradual inflation of references 
to Samuel as nazir , we should consider MT, where the reference 
is the most discreet, to be the earliest of the texts. This 
is especially true since there seems to be no textual accident 
which would account for the MT absence of the reference to 
wine and drink, nor for the variant in LXX "until the day of 
his death". 

Further confirmation that LXX and 4Q have colored 

Hannah*s vow in order to specify or intensify its Nazirite 

nature is found in 1 :23, where for MT nai-nx nm*> Dp’ tk 

LXX reads a\\a xai oxnoai Kupioq to e£e\0ov ex tou OTopaTOQ 

18 

oou, which is found in 4QSam a as well: xsv>n 

The expression im-nx o’pn occurs twenty times out¬ 
side of 1 Sam 1:23, and is used to indicate the establishing 

19 

of the Lord*s word in all cases but one. As far as the 

LXX and 4Q variant is concerned, nan k*’, while it is used 

sixteen times where it refers to a vow made by an indi- 

• 20 

vidual, never appears with the verb Dip. On the other hand, 

we find the expression in the Babylonian Talmud, in the 

treatise Nederim , which cites the formula in Num 30:3, as an 

21 

equivalent to a Nazirite vow. Further, the treatise Nazir 


18 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 71. 

19 Num 23:19; Deut 9:5; 27:26; 1 Sam 3:12; 15:13; 2 Sam 7:25; 
1 Kgs 2:4; 6:12; 8:20; 12:15; 2 Kgs 23:3-24; 2 Chr 6:10; 
10:15; Isa 44:26; Jer 28:6; 29:10; 33:14; 34:18; Neh 9:8; 
Dan 9:12. Only at Neh 5:13 is it question of a man per¬ 
forming his own, and not a divine, promise. 

20 Num 30:3; 32:24; Josh 6:10; Judg 11:36; 1 Sam 2:3; Isa 
45:23; 48:3; 55:11; Jer 44:17; 51:44; Ez 34:10; Lam 3:38; 
Job 15:13; 37:2; 41:13; Est 7:8. 

21 Nederim 2b in Babylonian Talmud (London, 1936), p. 5. 
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decrees that "A man is able to impose a Nazirite vow on his 

22 

son, but a woman cannot impose a Nazirite vow on her son." 
Hannah*s vow for Samuel was indeed Nazirite, or if it was 
intended to be specified as such in LXX, Elkanah, in keeping 
with the spirit of later tradition, would have had to confirm 
the promise which his wife was, of herself, unable to make. 

As far as the problematic in MT is concerned, 

since it appears to be in contradiction with the fact that 
the Lord has not yet spoken, many have suggested relieving 

2*3 

the difficulty by correcting to *pa*i. This, however, cannot 

be justified on the basis of LXX for, as we have seen, the 

reading there was quite different, and, further, it is hard 

to see how, if had been original in the text, it could 

24 

have become the more difficult nm. 

Keil maintained MT here by suggesting that it 
probably referred to the word of Eli in v.17. The fact that 
Eli*s word there refers to the confirmation that a son would 
be born, however, seems to discount this since in 1:23 Samuel 
has already been born. Schulz points out, against LXX and 
against an emendation to vim, that a vow must be fulfilled 
by the one who makes it, and it would not be right to ask 
Yahweh here to fulfil Hannah*s vow. 

The other uses of this expression concern Yahweh*s 
fulfilling what he has promised and, in this light, Elkanah*s 
prayer here, "But may the Lord establish his word", appears 
to be an equivalent to "May the Lord*s will be done". If 
this is true, then the immediate context is important for the 
understanding of the prayer here. In v.22, Hannah has begged 
off going up to Shiloh with the child until he is weaned, which 
is certainly a legitimate reason for delay. In v.23, Elkanah 
agrees with her, but then adds the problematic phrase. 


22 Nazir 28b in Babylonian Talmud (London, 1936), pp. 99f. 

23 Cappel, Wellhausen, Klostermann, Driver,.Graetz, Budde, 
Nowack, Smith, Kittel, Dhorme (1910), BJ , NEB. 

24 Keil, Erdmann, Schulz, Hertzberg, Dhorme (1956), BJ^* RSV, 
Osty, TOB, Eli read with MT. 
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In this context, this could be a gentle reminder to Hannah, 
in case the reason for her delay in bringing the child up 
might be an excuse in order to put off handing the child 
over to the Lord, that the condition of the Lord*s giving 
the child to. her was that it would be consecrated to him. 

When Elkanah says, "May the Lord*s word be established” — 

"May his will be done", he reminds her that she must go 
through with her promise. This would seem to be borne out 
as well by the use of *ik here by Elkanah, which otherwise 
does not seem to fit the context but, in the light of this 
interpretation, sets up a contrast between his agreeing with 
Hannah that she delay, but that she not forget that Yahweh*s 
"word" must be accomplished. 

Thus, for 1 Sam 1.11, LXX has transformed or 
emphasized this verse by specifying the Nazirite nature 
of Hannah*s promise, a process found in 4Q as well. This 
transformation is borne out by LXX and 4Q v.23, where 
Elkanah gives the necessary confirmation to Hannah*s vow in 
the formula which was considered as an equivalent to the vow. 
MT*s shorter text at v.11 seems to be less explicit and less 
loaded down with the Nazirite overtones and, therefore, the 
earliest of the texts. 

1 Sam 1:28 and 2:11a 

28 

MT: tn kw Kin n*n ni ok o*n*n-to mn*t> mn^Kion *o:ik cm 

oi3 inni3*>i lla 
nnnnn njp^K itm 

D pQ 

LXX : Kayo) xixpu auxov xa) Kupia) xaaaq xaq npepaq aq auxoq, 

XPHCJlv xoo Kupia). 

nai xaxeXiicev auxov exei eva)itiov Kupiou, xai 
axnXQev eiq AppaQaip. 

LXX Ant : 2 ^xai eya) xixpnpi* auxov xa> Kupia) xaoaq xaq npepaq aq 
auxoq, xpnaiv xa) Kupia), xai icpooexuvnoav xa) 

Kupia). 

xai xaxeXncov auxov eva)xiov Kupiou exei, xai itpoo- 
exuvnoav xa) Kupia) xai axnXQov eiq AppaQaip eiq xov 
oixov auxa)v. 

4QSam a : 25 o[’]n*n o !nD n i [n *>!? i*n!?Ki3n ^d^k oai 1 

nnn*>!>.] inniani 013 intntyni nin*!> tnKta *n tvsk] 


25 Cross, BASOR 132, p. 26. 
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As may be seen from the texts provided above, 
the witnesses to four major text traditions each present a 
slightly different reading for these two verses which describe 
the leaving of young Samuel at the sanctuary of Shiloh and 
his parent's subsequent departure. Scholars are in wide agree¬ 
ment that the Song of Hannah, 1 Sam 2:1-10, did not always 
occupy this place in the text, but was inserted at some date 

after our text had already been established, thus separating 
P fi 

1:28 from 2:11. An eloquent indication of this is that 
the canticle is situated in a slightly different position in 
MT, LXX and 4Q. Since Wellhausen, authors have noted that 
ninO oe; inner* i of MT v.28b is lacking in the majority of 
Greek mss, that kqil KaxeXntev auxov ewei evaiitiov Kupioo is 
lacking in MT 2:11, and that the subject of the verbs in LXX 
2:11 is Hannah, whereas in MT Elkanah suddenly reappears at 
2:11 as the subject of ^ini - Wellhausen, claiming that LXX 
has preserved the more original text, reconstructs nn^ni 
... i^ni mn* 00 , and points out that the LXX would not 

deliberately have lessened Elkanah f s role in the proceedings, 

27 

which it had so greatly enlarged in v.24. ' Further on, in 

MT 2:11, he explains the mention of Elkanah*s name as an 

"explicitum** in the text and, therefore, not original, since 

28 

there is no corresponding name in LXX. 

Klostermann suggested that the 00 of 1 :28b is 
a remnant of i>Nin 0 and, therefore, the subject of innun 1 , 
but, as Budde pointed out against this, throughout this section 

Samuel is only referred to as *'the boy**, and has no active 

~ 2 q 

role in the narrative. 

26 Cf. Thenius, 1 , p. 7. 

27 Wellhausen, p. 42, followed by Driver, Budde, Lohr, 

Nowack, Ehrlich, Smith, Dhorme, Kittel, Schulz (who 
proposes invKoni for waxeXiitev), BJ . 

28 **Where an *explicitum* [i. e., explicitly expressed name] 
in the Hebrew text appears over against an *implicitum* 
in LXX, in general the bias should be against the *ex- 
plicitum , , ,, Wellhausen, p.23- 

29 Budde, KHAT, p. 13. 
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A certain number of authors, and most modern 
translations, have preferred the MT for these verses, although 
occasionally with slight modifications. Keil opted for MT as 

is, claiming that Elkanah was the unexpressed subject of 
30 

i nner> i . 

Erdmann followed MT as well, reading however a 

Q 1 

plural for inneni. Stoebe retained the MT masc. sg., 

op 

without, however, specifying who the subject might be. 

With the publication of the fragment from Qumran 
containing these verses (or at least 1:28), the possibility 
that some form of both innuni and xou xaxeXmev was original 
in the text must be taken into consideration, although in 4Q 
unmistakably reads Ihntam and, although 2:11 is not present 
in this fragment, and there is no more than the suffix of the 
verb which precedes innuni, Cross reads inne?m oe> in[arymj 
n i m M, basing his reconstruction on LXX and suggests this as the 
original reading. He is followed by McCarter, who notes 

that "the presence of sam in MT indicates that the tradition 

35 

behind it had some reference to the leaving of the child. 

For 2:11, McCarter accepts Hannah as the subject of 

Of all the texts for these two verses, that of 
Ant is the fullest and most unified --xpooexuvnaav xu) Kupiu) 
occurs in both 1:28 and 2:11; all the verbs, xpooexuvnoav, 
xaxeXutov, and axnXQov are in the plural, as well as eiq xov 
olkov auxwv. This overloaded text form of Ant, however, belies 
its attempt at both fidelity to OG and accommodation to MT, 
as well as a desire to harmonize the contradictory elements, 
and may, therefore, be eliminated as a possible original 
reading. 


30 

Keil, p. 22. 


31 

Erdmann, p. 57. Cf. a 
RSV, Dhorme (1956), BJ 

Iso Hummelauer, Fernandez, Bottcher 
3, Hertzberg, NEB, Eli, TOB. 

32 

Stoebe, p. 98: "und er 

erbetete dort..." 

33 

Cross, BASOR 132, pp. 

15-26. 

34 

Cross, BASOR 132, p. 26. 

35 

McCarter, p. 58. 
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After Ant, both cod B and 4QSam a present unified 
texts, and although they do not agree on word order, seem 
both to have considered Hannah as the subject of xoiTeXntev 
and axriXQev in Greek, and in [nryn] and inmyn in 4Q. This 
follows the logic of Wellhausen's reasoning that LXX en¬ 
larged Elkanah's role in other places (Cf. 1 Sam 1:19; 

2:20), and so, seemingly, would not have deliberately re¬ 
duced it here had it been original in the text. What Well- 
hausen overlooked, however, is that LXX seems to have been 
interested not simply in enlarging Elkanah's role, but rather 
in harmonizing and clarifying what appeared to it as ob¬ 
scure or contradictory statements. Furthermore, Wellhausen's 
explanation seems to pass over the possibility that the in¬ 
sertion of the Song of Hannah in 2:1-10 might have resulted 
in giving her a larger role in the verses immediately pre¬ 
ceding and immediately following her song. The text of cod 
B seems clearly to make her the subject. The mss c x have 
increased her presence even more, as they read: v.28 wat 
itpoaexuvriaev auxa) Avva ; and 2:11 xai xaTeXmev Avva exei uov 
EapounX evojTuov Kupiou xai aitnXQev etq AppaOaip eiq tov olkov 
auxns . Thus, if we take, in the Gk manuscript tradition, 
cod B as our point of departure, the other mss seem to go 
in two directions. Ant tends to bring the text closer to 
MT and to harmonize with plural subjects; mss c x tend 
to push OG even further toward reading Hannah as subject. 

If this second process is a result of the presence of the 
song, we should consider that any text which moves awa y 
from this tendency has the greater likelihood of being 
closer to the original. If Hannah had been the original 
subject of the verbs in 1:28 and 2:11, there is no reason 
why she should have been abandoned in later editions. MT 
is certainly the lectio difficilior in both verses with 
innurn in 1:28 and the sudden mention of Elkanah alone in 
2:11. By this very fact, however, it seems more logical to 
consider LXX and 4QSam a as various attempts to relieve this 
tension in the text and to make it conform more closely to 
the presence of Hannah *s song. The same reasoning may apply 
for xotTeXntev in LXX: the emphasis on Hannah may have stimulated 
an editor to specify the fact that she left Samuel there with 
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Eli. The fact that evidence of this verb is found in 4QSam a 
would suggest that this modification of the text was present 
already in LXX's Vorlage rather than being a sign of the 
translators 1 activity. The change in word order in 4Q may be 
seen as an attempt to make the narrative more logical as well. 
In LXX (Ant) we read Mai itpoaexuvrjaav ... xai xaxeXuiov ... 

Mai itpoaexuvnoav, whereas 4Q reads innwni oto in [nryni]. Ant, 
as we have seen, has filled out the text, but perhaps 4Q 
thought it more logical for Hannah to leave the child before 
her prostration, which becomes then a sign of leave-taking. 

As far as MT inner* i is concerned, if Hannah is 
excluded as the original subject, there are still four 
possibilities — Elkanah, Samuel, Eli or, reading the verb 
as plural,^ Elkanah and Hannah together. The majority of 
recent translators prefers the plural here. Keil opted 
for Elkanah as subject, and Klostermann for Samuel. Barth£- 
lemy, following the grammarians Japheth ben-Ali and Joseph 
Qara, takes Eli as subject, his prostration being a gesture 
of acceptance of the child.^ None of these suggestions re¬ 
quires a change in the consonantal text, and the choice must 
be based on one's appreciation of the scene. That both 
parents are involved in the sacrifice accompanying the offer¬ 
ing of the child (v.25), along with the plural iinneni in 
v.19, makes it seem more likely that this verb in v.28 should 
read as plural as well. This, at least, was how both Vg ( et 
adoraverunt ) and Syr ( wsgdw ) understood the text. 

There seems therefore, to be no reason for accept¬ 
ing any other text than that of MT as the original reading 
here for these two verses. The other textual traditions have 
modified the scene in order to make it appear more logical 
and to fit its surroundings by giving Hannah a larger role 
in the proceedings. Because of the similarity between LXX 
and 4Q here it is likely that LXX's reading goes back to its 
Hebrew Vorlage . 


36 Cf. Gen 27:29; 43:28; 1 Kgs 9:9, innvjni is read as plural 
and translated as plural in LXX as well. 

37 See note 31. 

38 Barth^lemy, CTAT. 
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1 Sam 3:20-4:la 

20 

MT: nin*t> ^Nints info n p«i TN^-Tyi inn tJNien-t?o yvnp. 

mmnmn i>fcini2>-*t>N nin* n^jn-'o n bvz nNint? mm qo^i^ 

. . !?Kinvy-nm *mi 

B 2 0 

LXX : Hoti eyvajoav Tiaq IapanX aito Aav xai eo)§ Bnpoapee oxi 

itiaxoq ZapounX eiq upotpnxnv xa> Kupia). 21 MQtL itpoaeOexo 
Kupioq 6nXa)0r|vai ev ZnXajp, oxi aitenaXutpOn Kupioq itpoq 
ZapounX* nat eitiaxeuOn ZapounX itpcxpn'cns YeveaOai xa) 

Kupia) eiq itavxa Iapar)X ait * anpajv xn<5 YHQ Mai eajq anpaiv. 
wat HXei itpeapuxns atpobpa, nai oi uioi auxou icopeuo- 
pevoi eitopeuovxo, nai itovnpa n o6oq auxajv eva>iciov 
Kupiou. ^nai eyevnOn ev xaiq nuepai-S eneivaiq nai 
ouva0poi£ovxai aXXoq>uXoi eiq itoXepov eiri IapanX. 

The sizeable plus in LXX and the divergencies 
between MT and LXX (Ant here contains no significant variant 
from cod B) present us with several textual problems at once 
for these verses. An inventory of the variants shows that: 

1. 3:21: LXX contains a plus which is, in reality, a double 
translation (nai erciaxeuOn ... eajq anpajv) of v.20. 

2. 3:21: LXX contains another plus (nai HXei . . .eva)it iov Kupiou). 

3. 3:21: MT contains a plus (mm it?wa). 

4. 4:1a MT and LXX contain different readings here. 

1. Already Thenius had seen that nai eit ioxeu0n. . • 

*30 

ea)Q axpajv is another translation for v.20, and Wellhausen 

furthered this observation by showing that the additional 

sentence in v.21 formed part of the original LXX, while it is 

further away from MT (v.20) grammatically and it is connected 

40 

with what follows in the Greek (nat HXei etc.) The literal 
Greek translation of v.20 would thus, according to this rea¬ 
soning, be a later one. The double translation in v.21, how¬ 
ever seems to be more of a paraphrase than an actual trans¬ 
lation of the MT. Budde suggested that LXX v.21 presumes as 

original ns pa mmt? mm nmnt) inmi 

41 

nap *Tyi. Klostermann, however, suggested that this phrase 

was originally written as a marginal note for the "ausserpa- 
42 

lastinische Leser", which may well have been the case. The 

39 Thenius 1 , p. 16. 

40 Wellhausen, p. 54. 

41 Budde, KHAT. p. 29. 

42 Klostermann, p. 12. 
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phrase y'inh nap *Tyi y^nn n^po occurs at Deut 13:8; 28:64; 

Jer 12:12; 25:33 (cf. also Gen 47:21), but never in the con¬ 
text of defining the borders of Israel. On the other hand, 
in:> *ry l Tin occurs, sometimes with slight variations, at 
Judg 20:1; 2 Sam 3:10; 17:11; 24:2.15; 1 Kgs 5:5; 1 Chr 21:2; 

2 Chr 30:5, and in each of these places LXX has translated 
literally according to MT. It may be, therefore, against 
Wellhausen, that this LXX plus is not a remnant of OG which 
had been displaced by a second translation, but rather an 
addition inspired by the apparent similarity to the classical 
phrase "from Dan to Beer-Sheba" which delimited Israel's 
boundaries and which was intended to specify what was meant 
by the phrase for readers who were not familiar with the 
terrain, as Klostermann suggested. There is, therefore, no 
reason to accept LXX here as a preferable or more original 
reading. 

2. The second plus in LXX v.21 here gives us 
an historical note on Eli's great age and on the wicked con¬ 
duct of his sons. Thenius relocated the plus after 4:1a (MT), 
and then suggested that the sentence, joined with what ap¬ 
pears in LXX 4:1a, fell out through a scribe's error in pas- 

40 

sing over from tjhnen-tot? to b n* 7 © ■»- b y . This explanation is 
unsatisfying, however, as it requires the rearrangement of 
the order of verses so that they correspond to no known text¬ 
ual witness. If the order in MT and in LXX is held to, no 
simple textual error can account for the plus* absence from 
MT. 

Eli and his sons are first introduced in 1 :3, where 
they are simply identified as priests of the Lord at Shiloh. 
Then in 2:12-17 they reappear in an interlude which des¬ 
cribes the malpractice of the sons with regard to the offer¬ 
ings made to the Lord. This interlude is circumscribed 
by vv. 11 and 18, both of which describe the boy Samuel minis¬ 
tering to the Lord. In 2:22-25, Eli hears of the wickedness 
of his sons, followed by, in v.26, the notice of Samuel grow¬ 
ing in stature and favor before God and man. Then 2:27-36 

43 Thenius 1 , p. 16. 
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contains the prophecy by the man of God against the house of 
Eli, with the promise of raising up a faithful priest. By this 
time, because of the alternating and contrasting scenes which 
oppose the wicked conduct of Eli*s sons to the goodness of 
Samuel, it is obvious to the reader that at least the immediate 

intention of the series of oppositions is that Samuel is in- 

44 

dicated as the faithful priest. The call of Samuel follows 
in 3:1 — 18 , along with the Lord's message to him (3:10-14) which 
confirms the condemnation of Eli's house. Then 3:19-21 (or to 
4:1a) is a description of Samuel's prophetic activity. This, 
in MT, is a summary statement which rounds out the story of 
the beginning of Samuel's prophetic career, which is not re¬ 
sumed until 7:3, after the ark narrative. In LXX, however, 
the mention of Eli and his wicked sons serves to continue the 
series of alternating contrasts between them and Samuel. In 
this context, especially as Samuel departs from the scene until 
7 :3, it would seem more natural that the narrative "wind down" 
with a summary statement rather than with the continuation of 
the oppositions which marked the text all along. A later 
scribe's sense of symmetry, however, may have inspired him to 
insert the plus here where Samuel is mentioned for the last 
time in this narrative. Hophni and Phinehas, however, are 
sufficiently dealt with in 4:11 so that a reminder of their 
wickedness is not needed at 3:21. Further, MT's rapid trans¬ 
ition from Samuel the Prophet in 3:21-4:la to the Philistine 
war and capture of the ark, beginning in 4:1b, contrasts with 
LXX's apparent desire to set the scene for chapter 4 by calling 
attention in LXX 3:21 to Eli's advanced age and to his sons 1 

extreme wickedness. By the very rapidity of its transition, 

4S 

the MT is more likely to be the original form here. 

3. The phrase ,*nm ina has caused difficulty 

because it is hard to see either how it can be the contin¬ 
uation of what immediately precedes or how it can intro¬ 
duce what follows. Wellhausen pointed out that, as an ex¬ 
planation of "for the Lord revealed himself to Samuel” in 

44 Although this does not appear to be the final intention of 
this passage. See on 1 Sam 2:31f., below. 

45 Cf. Barthelemy, CTAT. 
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v.21, it is a phrase which seems to "prevent anthropomorphic 
46 

misunderstandings.” He claimed, further, that if it fol¬ 
lowed immediately from what precedes, a personal suffix would 

have been used instead of the repetition of mrv>. Houbigant 

, 47 

had already rejected mm mm while maintaining men f and 

Wellhausen went on to reject the originality of all three 
48 

words. Dhorme omitted i!?en as a repetition of its first 
occurrence, and then saw in mm mm a remnant of LXX f s plus 

concerning Eli and his sons, without, however, explaining 

49 

how the latter might have given rise to mn’ mm. 

The phrase is defended by Keil, who understood 
it as an explanatory statement, and is maintained in its 
integrity by Stoebe, who claims that 1 5?serves to underline 

the fact that these events concerning Samuel were closely 

50 

connected with Shiloh. Neither of them make any comment, 
however, on the seemingly exaggerated triple repetition of 
Yahweh in the verse. 

Kittel reads mm mm (along with 3 codd of 

51 

Kennicott and 11 of de Rossi) and transposes it after 4:1a. 

Hertzberg adopts the same reading, although he relocates it 

slightly differently: ”4:la. Thus the word of Samuel was as 

52 

the word of the Lord to all Israel”. 

Thus, no completely satisfactory sense is made 
out of this phrase unless its position is changed somehow. 

In order to arrive at what may have been the original reading 
here, it is necessary to surmise that, since only this phrase 
and 4:1a MT are actually missing from LXX, despite all the 
other differences between the two texts for these verses, the 
lot of these two variants should be thrown in together. 


46 Wellhausen, p. 54. 

47 Houbigant, p. 289. 

48 Followed by Smith, Budde, Schulz, McCarter. 

49 Dhorme (1910), p. 45. 

50 Keil, p. 39. Stoebe, p. 123 

51 Kittel, in BH^. In BH 1 (1905) he omitted the words with 
LXX. 

52 Hertzberg, p. 40. 
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Neither nor mm mm seems a likely way to begin not 

only a new sentence but a whole new section in the narrative, 
and it may have been this difficulty which led the early in¬ 
terpreters of the text to place the words with v.21b (cf. the 
Massoretic text division), even though they are tautological 
and seem to overload the text. Taken with 4:1a, however, 
the phrase serves both to locate Samuel's word to all Israel, 
at Shiloh, and to specify the fact that Samuel's word was 
indeed that of the Lord. For these reasons, therefore, it 
seems best to put mm mm i bvi with 4:1a MT, although an 
examination of the latter is necessary in order to determine 
its originality in the text. 

4. 4:1a presents us with two different texts in MT 

and LXX: bib mm and noti eyevnOr) ev tolls 

nuepats exeivatq xai auvaQpoiCovxai aXXocpuXoi els icoXepov eici 
Iapar]X. As we saw above, Thenius claimed a textual accident 
here, in which the sentence of LXX would have fallen out 
through homeoteleuton. It does not seem necessary, however, 
to have recourse to an imaginary, rearranged text in order to 
explain the MT-LXX variant here. A comparison of the two 
texts shows a much greater likelihood that the MT is the 
more original. The expression bn lnei-mi mm is 

rather surprising here since one would expect "the word of 
the Lord", not that of Samuel. The formula mm-mi. mm 

x-bn occurs eighty-eight times in the Bible,^3 while mi *mi 

S4 

with a human person occurs only here. The preposition is 
usually although in some cases we find 5 k“iu/ •> -bob . The 
frequency of the expression with mn^-im.plus the absolute 
singularity of its use here with a human regens for m*T, 
makes it hard to see how the expression in Mt could not 
be original, since it hardly would have been invented 
and introduced at a later date. What one would 


53 Gen 15:1; 1 Sam 15:10; 2 Sam 7:21; 14:7; 1 Kgs 6:11; 
13:20; 16:1; 17:2.8; 18:31; 21:17.28; 2 Chr 11:2, plus 
once in Isa, 21 times in Jer, 41 in Ez, twice in Jon, 
three times in Hag and seven in Zech. 

54 In 2 Sam 3:17 we have n mpT oy mn ma# mm, but 
the formula is not the same as in 1 Sam 4:1. 
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rather expect at a later date would be modification of the 
expression, either by the (perhaps originally marginal) 
notation n i rr> ninn, in order to assure the orthodoxy of the 
phrase, or by a complete change such as we find in LXX. Its 
form of 4:1a does indeed provide an introduction to what fol¬ 
lows, but it is hard to see how a more common introductory 
formula could have been replaced by the theologically pro¬ 
blematic bKMnv * 01 . 

Against the view that MT 4:1a is merely the contin¬ 
uation of the general description of Samuel's prophetic 
activity from 3:19-21, it may be pointed out that the use of 
the inverted imperfect in order to introduce a new scene 

is found as well at 1 Sam 1:1; 8:1; 9:1; 15:10; 28:1. 

A final point in favor of the originality of MT 
4:1a is that, when taken as a call to arms addressed by Samuel 
to the Israelites, while in the LXX form the Philistines are 
the first to amass against Israel. It is much more plausible 
to see a change in the text which would seek to exculpate 
the Israelites and place the fault with the Philistines rather 
than vice versa . 

For these reasons, therefore, we can accept the MT 
form of 4:1a as the more original and as a call to arms by 
Samuel addressed to all Israel. The LXX editors (or already 
its Vorlage ), shocked perhaps by the formula which elsewhere 
is reserved only for Yahweh, replaced it with another intro¬ 
duction which both eliminated the theologically offensive 
phrase and at the same time gave the initiative in the war 
to the Philistines. The final phrase of MT 3:21 would then 
be a later addition to the Hebrew text designed to explain 
and justify the unusual 

1 Sam 8:18 


MT: nim-Nin omnn nax oootna •>jdN inn onpyri 

Ninn Din nonx nin> 
B 

LXX : xai |3onoea0e ev xn nuepa exeivri ex Ttpoowitou paai- 

Xeai£ upaiv ou e£eXe£aa0e eauxoiq* xai oux exaxou- 
aexai Kupioq upajv ev xaiq npepaLS exeivous, oxi 
upeiq e£eXe£aa0e eauxoiq paaiXea. 
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An t 

LXX : hou ponoexe ev xrj nuepa eKeivn eh itpoawitou xou paoi- 
\eu)Q upajv ou npe'tLoaaQe eotuxoiQ, xcli ouh exatHOuaexai 
upajv Kupioq ev xatq nU £ paL9 ewtvaLS, oxt upeis 
r|xnoaaxe eauxoiq paoiXea. 

When Samuel points out the difficulties that will 
result from Israel*s desire to have a king, the LXX text 
repeats the phrase, "for you have chosen for yourselves a 
king."^ Thenius accepted it as "wholly suitable" to the 
original text,^ while Wellhausen styled it as the same type 
of addition as is found in 1 Sam 1:5.^ Peters suggested that 
it might have been excised from the text because the plus 

c:Q 

contains "acute irony”, although he offers no reason why 

MT might not have wanted to maintain the irony here. The 

majority of authors either reject the plus or simply take no 
c Q 

notice of it, 7 while McCarter points out that it does not 
appear in 4QSam a with this verse.^ 

There is no discernible reason why the plus, if it 
had been original, should have been omitted, nor is there any 
indication of a textual accident here. On the other hand, 
it seems to have been inspired by the context, especially by 
v.18 itself where almost the same phrase occurs in the first 
half (od 5 omna iwn). The Greek text seems simply to have 
repeated the phrase in order to emphasize Samuel*s opposition 
to the establishment of a king over Israel. Ant, which had 
already translated omm differently from OG (npeTioaoQe 
e£eXe£ao0e), use d still another verb, n^noaoQe, having per¬ 
haps wanted to vary the repetitiousness of the Greek. 

The lack of apparent conditions for a textual ac¬ 
cident plus the nature of the phrase as a near repetition of 


55 The plus is found in all Greek mss, but placed under 

in c 2 . That it was in OL as well is attested to by its 
presence in a large number of Vg mss ( A L2 nXBE0 HASM ^P 2 HK 
TTO SM ). 

P 

56 Thenius , p. 29, followed by Klostermann. 

57 Wellhausen, p. 70. 

58 Peters, p. 124. 

59 Thus Keil, Erdmann, Nowack, Graetz, Driver, Smith, Fer¬ 
nandez, Schulz, Kittel, Stoebe, HOTTP, RSV, NEB, NAB, BJ, 
Osty, TOB, Eii. 

60 McCarter, p. 155. 
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v.l8a in order to give emphasis are signs that the plus is 
an addition to the text and should not be taken as original. 


1 Sam 12:23 


MT: >nmni omyn mm!? Nunn ■>!> n!>*>!?n da 

nnu;*>ni nmon vrm oohn 

■p 

LXX : xai epoi xou apapxeiv xa) Kupia) avievai xou 

itpoaeuxeaOai uepi upa)V Mai bouXeuaa) xw Kupia), Mai 
6 ei£a) upiv xr)v o6ov xr)v ayaBriv Mai xpv euOeiav. 

LXX^ nt : epoi 6e \ir\ yevoixo xou apapxeiv xa) Kupia), xou 6ia- 

Xureiv itpooeuxopevov uuep upa)v xa) Kupia). >tai 6ouXeu- 
aa)pev xa) Kupia), Mai 6nXo)Oa) upiv xr)v o6ov xrjv ayaQr^v 
Mai xr\\> euOeiav. 

While the people repent of having asked for a king 
and Samuel encourages them to continue serving the Lord, LXX 

contains a small plus, Mai 6 ouXeuao) xa) Kupia), which only 

Thenius, Peters and Schulz have held as original. Thenius 
points out the "excellent contrast with mm!? Nunn";^ 

Peters suggests that an original mm!? might have 

fallen out due to the similarity with and Schulz 

notes that "only under the supposition that he is a true 

servant of Yahweh does Samuel believe he is in a position to 

C o 

teach the people the right way." 3 Most commentators pass 

over the plus in silence, although Klostermann suggested that 

64 

it may have arisen from an original “TDym , and Dhorme 

proposed an inner-Greek misunderstanding, arising from an 

6 S 

original 6nXo)Oo) in the Greek text. J Both of these sugges¬ 
tions, however, are based on the Ant form of the text (6ou- 
Xeuoo)pev and 6nXo)Oo)) and could not have arisen from that of 
cod B, which is the older text here. 

6 1 Thenius 1 , p. 42. 

62 Peters, p. 126. 

63 Schulz I, p. 174. 

64 Klostermann, p. 39. 

65 Dhorme (1910) p. 106. 
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In vv. 20 and 24 Samuel exhorts the people to serve 
the Lord, and this exhortation may be sufficient to account 
for the LXX form in v.23- In v.19, when the people impute 
evil to themselves in having asked for a king, Samuel re¬ 
assures them (v.20) by telling them to serve the Lord and 
all will be well. Thus, for him, the only context in which 
it was acceptable for Israel to have a king was one in which 
service of the Lord was paramount. The plus in LXX serves 
to emphasize this attitude. There is no reason to suspect 
a textual accident here, and the addition emphasizes Samuel*s 
condition for a tolerable kingship by having him proclaim 
his own service of the Lord. 

1 Sam 14:23b-24 


MT: Ninn was i ho-iin rroy nnninm 

..oiyn-xy ont> toePNn vna ton!? nyn-nN toNis 


LXX B : 


LXX Ant : 


o itoXevio? 6inX0ev tr)v Bapw0, xai ita? o \aoq nv 
pexa EaouX ojq 6exa x^Xiabeq avbpojv* xai r\v o TcoXeupq 
6 leaicappevoq eiq oXr)v tcoXlv ev xu) opei xoj E<ppaL)A. 
xai ZaouX nT v °noev ayvoiav peyaXriv ev xr) npepa exeivri, 
Mai apaxai xco Xaa> Xeyajv, Etc ixaxapaxoq o avQpajicoq oq 
(payexai apxov eu)Q eaicepaq ... 


nai o icoXepoQ 6ir)X0ev Bai0a)pa)v, koii Iopotr^X pexa 
EaouX coaei 6exa avbpcov. [then, as cod B ] 


The MT and LXX present us with two different texts 
describing the battle against the Philistines and Saul's in¬ 
terdiction against eating until he avenges himself of his 
enemies. LXX contains a plus at the end of v.23, after which 
its reading differs from MT. The majority of exegetes has 
accepted the originality of the plus,^ while others, along 
with most of the recent translations, have preferred the 
shorter MT.^ Wellhausen offered the following retroversion 


66 Houbigant, Thenius, Wellhausen, Klostermann, Driver, 
Peters, Budde, Nowack, Smith, Dhorme, McCarter, NAB. 

67 Graetz, Keil, Erdmann, Hummelauer, Ehrlich, Hertzberg, 
Schulz, RSV, NEB, Bj3 ? Osty, TOB, Eli. 
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for vv.23b-24: nnnimn >nni «m< o’ai»K mew 3 t>iKO oy n»n oyn-!oi 

C. Q 

Kinn 01*0 ntoA .iaaw haw t>*1 i .o^ion inn nxiaA. He himself 

expressed uncertainty about the final clause, since haaw 

6Q 

occurs only in the Pentateuch and Eccl, and Smith pointed 

out that it is "a technical term conveying a distinction not 

70 

emphasized before the Priestcode." Klostermann conjectured 

that nyvonoev ayvoiav was originally fnvioev ayveiav, which 

he restored as 10 $ *i qk . ' Budde , while accepting Kloster- 

mann*s Greek conjecture, suggested either *ua i’-th (based on 

72 7 

Num 6 : Iff.) or iia *i;ta. Driver, although he agreed that 
"committed a great error” fits poorly in the context, pointed 
out that Budde*s conjecture, which would mean "separated a 
great (ceremonial) separation," i.e., imposed a great absti¬ 
nence, is weak because "though it might perhaps have borne 
the meaning proposed, does not actually occur with it."^ 

The problem of retroversion here is difficult, as ayvoeiv 

7 h 

occurs with six different Hebrew verbs at its base. 

The conjecture of Wellhausen is based, as Dhorme 
pointed out, on a confusion in MT of tnNin with the abbre¬ 
viation of er>Ni and on discerning vestiges of n a a w mw 

in waa,^ both of which are rather precarious procedures. 
Schulz suggested that r\yvor\aev ayvoiav might have come from a 
double translation in Greek, in which was first trans¬ 

lated as niphal This does not explain why LXX omitted the 
previous sentence, but at least has the merit of being a 


68 Here Thenius had included iy •> n-ton for eiq oXnv itoXiv, 
where a copyist*s error had produced -nyn. 

69 Wellhausen, p. 90. 

70 Smith, p. 117. 

71 Klostermann, p. 48. 

72 Budde, SBOT and KHAT, followed by Smith and BJ 1 . 

73 Driver, p. 112. 

74 own , !>n> niphal, too niphal, ywv, aaw, haw. 

75 Dhorme (1910), p. 119. 

76 Schulz I, p. 203. Cf. Num 12:11, where ia^nia is trans- 
translated as r\yvor\aa.\x£v f "We have acted foolishly." 
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conjecture based on what is actually found in the text. Lohr 
objected to the procedure of reading with a widely divergent 
Greek text simply because of a difficulty in understanding 
one word in Hebrew (waa), and concluded that v.24 in MT con¬ 
tains a corruption, but one which cannot be corrected on the 

77 

basis of the LXX, which contains a different recension. 

Among the ancient versions, v.24 has been rendered 

7 p 

by 0L V : Et^ Saul ignoravit ignorantiam magnam in ilia die ,' 
and by Vg: Et^ vir Israhel sociatus sibi est in die ilia , 
having read u)^A- "draw near". Tg follows MT with -"be 

distressed", while Syr has changed the text substantially: 
"When the battle moved between Aven and the men of Israel, 
Saul, arriving on that day, said to the people, 1 Accurs- 

7 Q 

ed * The majority of modern translations have followed 

MT 1 s shorter reading, and have rendered Waa with MT. Seebass 
has proposed the following correction in the text: bpki 

*onn o ■io ha a© haw tnNtn rnwyo oy waa and 

attributed the loss in MT to an accident through homeo- 
arcton.^ 0 

It is clear from the emendations proposed for v.24, 
leaving aside the intervening LXX plus for a moment, that the 
question turns around baa in MT and the alternate reading for 
Ninn om is aa tJNTtjp i which LXX contains (wai XaouX 
qyvoqaev ayvoiav lie-YaXqv ev xq qpepa exeivq). If waa means 
"to be distressed", the logic of MT seems to be perfectly in 
order. Although God "delivered Israel that day" (v.23), the 
war was not over and, as the battle spread to Beth-Aven, the 
Israelites could well have found themselves still in trouble. 


77 Lohr, p. 61. 

78 0L V also contains the plus at the end of v.23: Et^ proelium 
transit Bethoron , et ex Israel erat cum Saul quasi XII . 
millia virorum . et erat proelium dispersum tota civitatae 
in monte Ephrem , which follows LXX except for the twelve 
"EEbusand men instead of LXX's ten thousand. 

79 wqrb* ^br wlhwn byt ’wn lgbr> d’ysr’yl wqrb g’wl kywm* hw . 
w*mr l c m > lyt . 

80 H. Seebass, "Zum Text von 1 Sam XIV, 23B-25A und II 29, 
31-33," VT 16 (1966), pp. 74f. He rejects LXX xai qv o 
uoXepoq 6ieoitapuevoq eiq oXqv TtoXiv ev xu) opei xw Ecppaip 
as a "mere repetition and elucidation of v.21f" (p. 74). 
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Another occurrence of b*}, in 1 Sam 13:6, describes precisely 
the same kind of situation. The problem here in l4:23f. is 
not so much justifying a difficult MT, but rather explaining 
LXX, for the possibility of a textual accident from which MT 
could have resulted from LXX does not seem plausible here. 

While LXX appears to flow smoothly, its text never¬ 
theless contains a certain number of problems. The sudden 
increase of Saul's forces from six hundred (14:2) to ten 
thousand seems unlikely. Further, the accusation that Saul 
acted stupidly does not fit in well with the rest of the nar¬ 
rative. A striking literary resemblance to LXX's plus here 
is found in 2 Sam 18:3.6.8. In v.3, David's men tell him, 

"You are worth ten thousand men to us"; in v.6, David*s 
army goes out against Israel, led by Absalom, "in the forest 
of Ephraim"; and, in v.8, we are told that "the battle spread 
over the face of the whole country." 

The number ten thousand men occurs in Sam only at 
14:23 (>MT), 15:4 and 2 Sam 18:3, so it is hardly a commonly 
used round figure in Sam to describe Israel’s forces. The 
"forest of Ephraim" occurs only at 2 Sam 18:6, and the term 
nS£n, as applied to a battle which is scattered over the 
country, is found only at v.8. The literary resemblance here 
seems too close to be overlooked, although why this scene from 
David's war against Absalom should have been evoked here in 
1 Sam 14 is not immediately evident. 

As we saw above, Wellhausen had proposed msm 

cmsN in his retroversion, as he considered eiq o\r\\> itoXtv a 

81 

double translation of ev tw opei xco Etppaip. Based on 2 Sam 
18:6, d■> 1 dk ijin, however, the reading in LXX 1 Sam 14:23b 
may attest to a corruption already in its Vorlage from 
iy>n bn to v>yn as Thenius had suggested (see note 68). 

If a forest had originally been referred to in LXX's Vorlage 
this may shed light on vv.25ff. as well, where a play on 
the words for "forest" (‘iyj) and "honeycomb" (ny*) seems to 


81 Wellhausen, p. 90. 
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be intended. If such is the case, then the moving of the 
battle into the forest of the hill of Ephraim in LXX 14:23 
may have served as an introduction in order to explain why 
all of a sudden the scene shifts to the forest where Saul 
imposed the restriction against eating on the people and 
where the honey was the occasion of their temptation. 

The interdiction against eating, which led to Jon¬ 
athan^ downfall as well as to the silence of the oracle in 
14:37, may have been the occasion of the additional com¬ 
mentary in LXX's text that Saul acted stupidly, again serving 
as an introduction to those scenes. 

The lack of conditions that could have led to a 
textual accident seems to be a clear sign that this plus was 
not in proto-MT. The great literary similarity with 2 Sam 1 8 , 
plus the fact that LXX's text smooths the way for the incident 
of the honey in the forest in 14:24-30, are strong indications 
that LXX, or more probably its Vorlage , had added this plus. 

1 Sam 19:22 

PP 21 

MT: ...nnmn Nin-o* i :nnn-DA iNaanM.... 

B P1 PP 

LXX : ... Hat eitpocpnxeuaav xai auioi . xai e0upa)0r| opYn 

Iaou\, wai £Tcopeu0n xai auxoq eiq Appa0aip. 

This short plus of LXX, where there is no variation 
between cod B and Ant, has been accepted as original by 
Thenius, Klostermann, Smith, Peters and Dhorme (in 1910, but 
rejected in 1956), on the grounds that it is a suitable clause 
in this context. Budde noted the suitability as well but 

O ) 

did not commit himself on its authenticity, while Kittel (BH 
merely noted fortasse . Wellhausen, in giving his opinion 
against the plus, laid down a principle for others of this 
type: "The only thing not understandable is the occasion of 
its disappearance in MT; the insertion is, as almost always, 

Op 

so here also, much easier to understand." This plus was 


82 "Man begreift nur nicht die Veranlassung ihres Ausfalls 
in MT.; die Hinzufiigung ist, wie fast immer, so auch 
hier, viel leichter zu verstehen," Wellhausen, p. 114. 
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rejected as well by Nowack, Driver, Ehrlich, Schulz, McCarter 
and all modern translations. Stoebe maintains that LXX has 
followed a different recension, so that the words, while not 
part of MT's text, were nevertheless already in LXX's Vorlage . 
It is found in both 0L V (e_t iratus factus est iracundia Saul ) 
and 0L S (£t iratus iracundia Saul ), and has made its way into 
a large number of Vg mss as well.®^ 

No textual accident can be invoked for an eventual 
loss from proto-MT, while the plus appears to be an addition 
according to the sense of the context, showing Saul f s in¬ 
creasing frustration at not being able to catch up with David. 
LXX has supplied what the reader expects in the context, 
although it is not possible to decide here whether the LXX 
translators inserted the plus or whether they found it 
already in its Vorlage . 

1 Sam 30:16b-17a 

MT: ...q«nnn in :jvnm 

LXX B : ]^...k<u eh yr\c, Iouba. nai nX0ev ex* autouq Aauetb, 

'nott exaxa£ev auxoix; axo ea) 0 (popou. . . 

A small plus in LXX tells us that "David went 
against them", that is, against the Amalekites, before smiting 
them. Thenius claimed that the words o.v>t>y iom fell out of 

gii 

MT through an oversight from on- to Q3-, but this neither 
reproduces the LXX faithfully nor explains why is missing 

from MT as well. Budde (SBOT) read with LXX, but then aban¬ 
doned it in favor of MT (in KHAT), claiming that Judg 8:11 
shows that the shorter form is to be preferred. Klostermann 
reconstructed the text as qunnn v> i in o.v>t?y NaM, and 
suggested that the mem was erroneously joined to vi to give 
MT omi and LXX auxouq, while then the first clause fell out 

Qc 

of MT. D He does not say, however, how it could have fallen 

83 A H2 n£B$ p E0 H2AM * G *P 2 HKI*r AB2 TO. 

84 Thenius 1 , p. 122, followed by Peters. 

85 Klostermann, p. 124. 
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out. The other commentators are either silent on the plus 
or read with MT. 

LXX seems here to have filled in a logical step 
which was left unsaid in MT. It is reported in v.16 that 
David took the Egyptian who had defected from the Amalekite 
camp down to where they were feasting off the spoil they had 
taken. V.17 MT begins, "And David smote them from twilight 
until the evening of the next day," while LXX apparently found 
it necessary to specify that David went against the Amalekites. 
Within the flow of the narrative, however, this small plus is 
not necessary and appears to show LXX's desire to spell out 
what MT 1 s more elliptic text leaves up to the reader. 

2 Sam 8:7 


In its plus here, LXX for 2 Sam 8:7 supplies infor¬ 
mation about the future of the shields which David had taken 
from Hadadezer*s men, telling us that Shishaq, King of Egypt, 
carried them off with him during his campaign against Jeru¬ 
salem under Rehoboam. In the passage in 1 Kgs I4:25f. which 
describes this campaign, the LXX there also contains a plus, 
which gives the background of these shields, as the following 
synopsis of these verses shows: 
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2 Sam 8:7 86 


MT 

lxx b 

LXX Ant 

4QSam a 

np’ i 

xai eXapev 

Mai eXapev 

n?t »1 

nin 

Aaueib 

Aauib 

*7^ 1*7 

nx 

xou q x^Lboova? 

xouq x^&uvaq 

* oto n]x 

un t n 

TOU Q XP uaou ^ 

xouq xp uoou ? 

nntn 

on 

OUQ 

01 

ON 

i*n 

eno irioev 

noav 

1 >n 

t>N 

en i 

eu 1 

to 


xojv Tiaibwv xojv 

xojv Tiaiboov 


irjnin 

Abpaa£ap 
PaaiXeajQ Zoupa 

Abpaa£ap xou 
paoiXea)? Zoupa 
xai ftavxa xa oitXa 
xa xpuoa xai xa 
bopaxa 

nrynnn 

ON^no 

xai 

xai n vG YMev 

QKnn 


auxa 

auxa 

0 |>1 t?t mv 

o!)on> 

eiq IepouaaXrjM 

eiq IepouaaXriP 


Mai eXapev 

xai eXapev 

oniN [ ]nx 


auxa 

auxa 

on npt? i 


Zouaaxeip 

Zouaaxeip 

pen e> 


PaaiXeuq 

PaaiXeuq 

It?n 


Ai yutctou 

A17UTCXOU 

0 •> n xn 


ev xa) ava- 

ev xa) ava- 

inito h 


Pnvai auxov 

Pnvai auxov 

t?N 


eiq IepouaaXriM 

eiq IepouoaXnp 

[o * toil n * 


ev npepaiQ 

ev npepais 

’OO 


IepoPoap 

Popoap 

oiom 


Ul ou 

UlOU 

la 

1 Kgs 14 

ZoXopuvxoq 
: 26 

ZoXopoivxoQ 

[nn] ito 

MT 

lxx b 

LXX Ant 



0L S 


et haec 

accepit 

postea 

Susac 

rex 

Aegypti 
In diebus 
Roboam 
filii 
Salomonis 
cum ascend- 
isset in 
Jerusalem 


tip* 1 

irn^N-nK 
nin^-nn 
nnjMK-nNi 
iton n*o 


ton -nx i 
n pt> 
np* i 

* 3 xn -to- nx 

nnrn 

•on 

nwy 

nnto 


xai eXapev 

itavxaq touq 0r|oaupouq 
oixou Kupiou 
xai touq 0r|oaupouQ 
o lkou tou PaaiXeooq 
xai Ta bopaxa xa 
Xpuaa a eXapev 
Aaueib ex xe^pos 
xtov itaibcov Abpaa£ap 
PaoiXeaiQ Zoupa 
nai eioriveYxev 
auxa e i q IepouaaXnp 
ia itavxa 
a eXapev 

oicXa 

ia xP uaa 


xai eXapev 

rcavxaq touq ©noaupouq 
OlKOU Kupiou 
xai touq 0naotupouQ 
oi kou tou paaiXeaiq 
xai xa bopaxa xa 
Xpuaa a eXapev 
Aaueib ex x g lpoq 
to)v iiai6a)v Abpaa£ap 
paaiXeajQ Zoupa 
nai eiarive'Yxev 
auxa eiq IepouaaXriP 
xa iiavxa 
eXapev 

xai xa ouXa 
xa xP uoot 
a 

exoinaev 

ZoXopcov 


86 Ulrich 


QTSJ, p. 45. 
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Thenius alone suggested that the LXX plus at 2 Sam 
8:7 might be original in the text, attributing its loss to 

O rj 

an oversight from oiMjn-p to nnbw. ' Among the modern trans¬ 
lations, NAB alone includes the plus of 8:7 (although not 
that of 8:8), placing it in brackets in the text. All other 

commentators are in agreement that the plus material in 2 Sam 

88 

has come from 1 Kgs 14:25f., although Ulrich has suggested 

recently that that theory, on the basis of the presence of 

a 89 

the plus in 4QSam , should be set aside. 

The synoptic presentation of these texts shows that 
a certain amount of "cross-fertilization" has taken place. 
Beginning with the LXX plus as 1 Kgs 14:26, although it does 
not reproduce 2 Sam 8:7 verbatim , it tells us that the golden 
spears (6opaxa) which Shishaq carried off were those which 
David had taken from (the hand of >MT) Hadadezer's men. Here 
1 Kgs LXX agrees with 2 Sam LXX in including his title as 
King of Soba. LXX for 1 Kgs, however, has omitted the final 
phrase of its MT which says that the golden shields had been 
made by Solomon, which Ant for 1 Kgs retained in its text. 

At 2 Sam 8:7, the plus in cod B is found as well in 
4QSam a , Ant, 0L S and Josephus. Although it gives the same 
basic information as 1 Kgs I4:25f., the text is quite dif¬ 
ferent and is more a paraphrase than anything else. 

Ulrich has shown rightly that the text of 0L S , be¬ 
ginning with haec in a position of emphasis, implies a 
Vorlage such as 4Q provides, with nx in the same position. 


87 Thenius 2 , p. 181 . 

88 Peters claimed that it was possible that the plus had 
fallen out of the text through homeoteleuton, from 

to but the presence of the plus in 8:8 as well 

makes him decide in favor of the plus as an addition 
(p. 138). 

89 QTSJ, p. 47. 

90 "These were afterwards taken by the Egyptian King Susakos, 
who marched against David*s grandson Roboam and carried 
off much other wealth from Jerusalem. But these things 

we shall narrate when we come to their proper place" 

(Ant.VII, 105). 
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4Q's longer text certainly indicates, further, that there 
existed a Hebrew text containing the plus which constituted 
the Palestinian text of Samuel (at least in the first century, 

A.D.). This may be a good indication that the plus was present 
in LXX's Hebrew Vorlage as well. 

LXX for 2 Sam has translated tubv as xouq 
while in the LXX plus at 1 Kgs we find xa 6opaxa. In 2 Sam 
8:7 LXX has rendered as xai r\\>eyHe\> auxa and, in its 

plus, reads wai eXa^ev auxa even though grammar demands 
auxouq in both places, as they refer to x^&wvaq. Thus, LXX 
2 Sam seems to have been influenced by LXX 1 Kgs in both 
places, for the double auxa is otherwise inexplicable. The 
Ant text of 2 Sam seems to have relieved this grammatical 
difficulty by adding xai itavxa xa oicXa xa xP ua <* xai xa 6opaxa, 
which appears to have been taken from 1 Kgs, for it is found 
neither in cod B nor in 4Q for 2 Sam and thus may be con- 

q i 

sidered a later addition. 

Further, eTtoinsev in 2 Sam for MT nn, and where 
Ant reads n<3<* v » makes no sense in the context, for David did 
not make the shields, and may perhaps be explained by xwy 
of 1 Kgs 14:26 even though the subject there is Solomon. So 
much borrowing seems to have gone on between the two texts 
that a confused or careless scribe may have had the text of 
1 Kgs in his ear, the text which says that Solomon made the 
shields. i ■>n in 4QSam a shows that this text did not undergo 
the same influence. 

A comparison of MT for 2 Sam 8:7 and 1 Kgs I4:25f. 
shows that these two texts do not refer to the same set of 
weapons. In 2 Sam David has taken the shields (’ot>e>) from 
Hadadezer's men while in 1 Kgs the only shields spoken of 
are those which Solomon is said to have made (>jag). It is 
difficult to see, therefore, how either of the pluses could 
have been originally in the text. LXX (or, more probably, its 


91 The parallel to 1 Kgs 14:26 at 2 Chr 12:9 was kept free 
from all harmonization. For MT onrn its LXX text 

reads xouq Qupeouq xouq XP U00U S with no additions at all. 
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Vorlage ) borrowed from each of the places in order to har¬ 
monize the readings. The Greek texts of 2 Sam and 1 Kgs 
have undergone further harmonization by the agreement of 
auxa in 2 Sam with 6opaxa in 1 Kgs and by the suppression 
of the mention in 1 Kgs that Solomon made the shields. These 
two pluses, therefore, witness to the harmonizing literary 
activity of LXX or its Vorlage . 

2 Sam 8:8 


MT: 


*ri<n nonn nu>m mo *i!?nn np!> oiryoon “My ^noom nuom 


LXX : xai ex xqq Mao( 3 ax e\a 3 ev o 3 aoiXeuq Aauei6 ex xa)V 

exXexxwv TtoXeaiv xou A6paa£ap x^Xxov itoXuv a<po6pa* 
ev auxa) e-rtoinaev Ia\o)pa)v xrjv QaXaaaav xrjv x«Xxr]v 
xai xouq oxuXouq xai xouq Xouxnpa? nat rcavxa xa oxeuri- 

Ant 

LXX : xai ex xqc; Maxe 3 ax xai ex xtov exXexxtov TtoXea)v xou 

A6paa£ap eXa 3 ev o 3 otoiXeu<^ Aaui6 x°^tto v uoXuv ocpobpa* 
ev auxa) eiroiqoev £oXopa)v xqv OaXaaoav xqv xaXxqv 
xouq oxuXouq xai xouq XouxqpaQ xai rcavxa xa oxeuq 
xa x«^>ta. 

0L S : de terra machinas ex electis civitatibus Adadezer 

regis.... de quo fecit Salomon omnia vasa aerea in 
templo, et mare aenum, et columnas et altare. 

1 Chr 18:8 


MT: nwy no onq non nemi n »no npt> oTyoon my 11001 nnooni 

nwnin *>^0 nm ommyn-nNi nemin d>-hk nn^ty 

B 

LXX : xai ex xq? Mexa 3 nxaQ xai ex xa)v exXexxa)v xoXepa)v xa)v 

A6paa£ap eXa 3 ev Aaueib x a ^ K o v uoXuv acpobpa* e£ auxou 
euoinoev ZaXa)pa)v xqv QaXaaoav xqv xaXxqv xai xouq 
oxuXouq xai xa oxeuq xa x^Xxa. 

This plus in LXX 2 Sam 8:8 explains that the bronze 
taken by David from Hadadezer was used by Solomon to make 
the temple furnishings. As indicated above, the plus is found 
in 0L S and appears almost verbatim in 1 Chr 18:8. Although 
the fragment containing this verse from 4QSam a reads only 
n J no non nu>m omo *it>nn npt? oTyoon, and breaks off just 
before the plus would appear, Ulrich maintains that, since 
no manuscript which contains the plus at 8:7 lacks that of 
8:8, it is likely that 4Q contained it as well.^ 


92 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 47. The fragment containing 8:7 has not 
preserved 8:8 but, as Ulrich notes, "It is plausible, how¬ 
ever, that 4Q has the second plus, for no ms which has 
the first plus lacks the second" (p. 47). 
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All commentators except Thenius and Klostermann 
recognize that the plus here was an insertion from 1 Chr 18:8. 

QQ 

Whether this took place on the level of the Greek, or was 

94 

already present in the Hebrew Vorlage , as Peters suggested, 
and as Ulrich claims because of its presence in 4QSam a , it 
seems clear that direct borrowing has taken place. Kloster¬ 
mann hesitated in accepting this plus as a later insertion 
on the grounds that holl touq XouxnpotQ in LXX Sam, absent from 
Chr, shows that the text was not taken from Chr.^ We may 
see in the mention of the basins, however, an example of the 
initiative of an editor of Sam who, knowing of the bronze 
basins from 1 Kgs 7:30 and 2 Chr 4:6.14, as well as the 
bronze basins in the Tent of Meeting (Ex 30:18.28; 31:9; 

38:8; 40:30; Lev 8:11; Num 4:14), had no difficulty in in¬ 
serting what he felt to be a lack in the text of Chr. The 
text of Ant for Sam completes what may have been an oversight 
in Greek by adding the final xa xaXwa as found in Chr. 

In the text of 0L S , the final item mentioned, et 
altare , corresponds neither to Sam nor to Chr, and the trans¬ 
lator seems to have taken the same liberty as LXX Sam in 
adjusting the text to his own interests. 

This plus shows the Chronicler’s interest in things 
96 

pertaining to the temple, which is not particularly 
evidenced in MT Sam, but which accounts for the harmonization 
by a later editor, either in its Vorlage or in the Greek 
translation. As for 8:7, the shorter MT is to be preferred 
as the more original text, into which the historical note 
on the destiny of David’s bronze was inserted. 


93 Cf. Smith and Budde. 

94 Peters, p. 139. 

95 Klostermann, p. 166. 

96 Cf. Smith, p. 307; Martin Rehm, Textkritische Untersuch - 
ungen zu den Parallelstellen der Samuel-Konigsbucher und 
der Chronik (Munster, 1937), p. 25. 
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2 Sam 11:22 


dn i * *iwn-!o nx m!> tam n:pi *ixt>nn 

xai enopeuQn o ay^eXo? IwafS icpoq xov ftaoiXea eiq 
IepouoaXnu, xai xapeyevexo xai aunTY^ xa) Aaueib 
xavxa ooa aitriTTei'Xev auxw Iwap, navxa xa pripaxa xou 
xoXepou. xai e0upa)0n Aaueib itpoq Iajap, nai eiitev 
itpoq xov otYYeXov Iva xl xpoornaYexe rcpoq xrjv xoXiv 
xou noXepn^ai'; oux r\beiTE oxi TtXnYHGeoQe axo xou 
xeixouq; xiq exaxa£ev xov A(3eipeXex uiov Iepopoap; 
ouxi Tuvn eppi^ev eit * auxov xXaapa puXou axo xou 
xeixouq xai axe0avev ev 0apaai; iva xi xpoarnayexe 
icpOQ xo xeixoq; 

LXX Mriu : xai xapeyevexo o a^eXo^ Ia>a^ xpoq xov paaiXea eiq 
IepouaaXnu, xai axnYYeiXev ™ Aaui6 navxa xa pnpaxa 
xou xoXepou, xai e0upa)0n op^n Aaui6 exi Ia)a{3, xai 
eixev xpo£ xov a^yeXov Iva xi xpoar)X0exe xpo£ xrjv 
xoXiv xou noXepnoai; oux n^eixe oxi itXr)Ynoeo0e axo 
xou xeixouq; xi£ exaxa£ev xov A|3ipeXex uiov Iepo- 
f3oaX; ouxl Tuvn eppi<|>ev ex* auxov xXaopa puXou ano 
xou xeixouq, xai ane0avev ev ©apeoaei; iva xi npoo- 
riyayexe npos xo xeixoq; 

A large plus at 2 Sam 11:22, which describes Joab's 
report to David that Uriah had been eliminated during a battle 

with the Ammonites, has led most commentators to correct the 

97 

text in varying degrees according to the Greek text. Joab's 
prediction to the messenger, in vv.20f., that David will get 
angry at the news of the loss of some of his soldiers and will 
evoke the case of Abimelech's death at the wall, is fulfilled 
by the plus in LXX v.22 although completely absent from MT. 
Thenius noted that the o in v.23 with which the messenger 
begins his report indicates that something is missing from the 
text. He suggested that the text of v.22 originally read as 

D 

LXX , but that the sentence rm i nn-^x...nn »i fell out because 
of the great similarity between its final word and nnnbn 
(from the phrase xavxa xa pppaxa xou xoXepou) which originally 
preceded it. Then for some unknown reason ("aus unbekannter 
Veranlassung”) , the phrase nnni>nn nai-!>3-nN itself was 


MT: 
LXX B : 


97 Keil, Erdmann, Hummelauer, Barthelemy, RSV, NAB (with a 
note to say that the Greek text is, in fact older), TOB, 
Eli, HOTTP, BHS read with MT but all others suggest at 
least some correction in the text. 
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overlooked and disappeared from the text, to produce the 
Q8 

present corrupt MT. When Bottcher criticized his explana¬ 
tion, Thenius refined it in his second edition, saying that 
the entire section nninn-^K...inn :nnnbnn **i:n bo-rw is 
indeed to be restored to v.22 according to LXX, but that v.21 
up to nmnn-bN is to be omitted, a scribe's eye having 
wandered down to v.22 and erroneously put these words in v.21 
after the nxnnn byn which was too similar. The scribe then, 
realizing his error, simply continued on in v.21 with mnKi 

QQ 

and then purposely left David's speech in v.22 out. 

Bottcher's own explanation was that the LXX form of 
v.22 was the original one but that everything between e0upa>0n 
and itpoq to xetxoq was lost through homeoteleuton. This 
sentence was then later re-introduced into the text but in 
the wrong place, in v.20f. The words of LXX v.22, ‘Mai-bD n* 
nnnbnn "must have stood after dnv> mb© in MT a long time, 
but then later were taken out since it seemed unnecessary in 
the light of v.19." Then a later reader included the now 

erroneous vv.20f. in the Greek translation. 1 ^^ Thus, ac- 
.. 2 

cording to Bottcher and Thenius , in the original text of 
2 Sam 11:19ff 9 the reference to Abimelech's death under the 
wall was evoked not by Joab in his instructions to the mes¬ 
senger, but by David upon hearing the report of the battle. 1 ^ 1 
Wellhausen, while noting Thenius' ingenious explana¬ 
tion for the missing text in MT, is content to say simply that 

MT purposely shortened the text since it was felt that 

102 

ski* mb© n©N-bo r\n mb was sufficient. 

98 Thenius 1 , p. 176. The m in v.23 does not necessarily 
imply a reponse to a question by David, but may be taken 
as a subordinating conjunction introducing the direct 
object after a verbum dicendi (cf. Joiion 157c; Gesenius- 
Kautzsch 157b). 

99 Thenius 2 , p. 195. 

100 Bottcher, p. 168. 

101 This is, in fact, Josephus' order of the account ( Ant . 

VII, 141f.), and has been followed by Budde and Hertzberg. 

102 Wellhausen, p. 182, followed by Smith, Lohr, Peters and 
Nowack. 
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Many commentators have restored the text according 

p 

to LXX , so that the story of Abimelech occurs in w.20b-21 
10S 

and in v. 22 . J Klostermann is the only one to suggest 
reading the entire text according to Ant, which contains not 
only the plus of cod B, but also anticipates, in v.21, the 

p 

messenger's description of the battle as found in MT and LXX 
v.24, as well as including the mention that eighteen men were 
killed. 1 ^ Dhorme includes the eighteen men in v.24 (found 
only in Ant), but neglects to mention the long Ant plus at 
v. 21. 105 

In order to unravel the difficulties here it is 
necessary first of all to examine the various forms of the 
Greek text. 2 Sam 11 occurs in the section designated as 
07 ' and therefore, cod B here contains the kaig£ recension^^ 
while the text of Ant that of OG, even though most commen¬ 
tator have corrected the text according to cod B. 

In v.19 for nnn5nn n k cod B reads itavxaq 

touq Xoyous xou xoXepou, and Ant icavxa xa priuaxa xou icoXepou. 
Further on, in the plus in v.22, both B and Ant agree on 
itavxot xa pnpaxa xou xoXepou. 

In v.20 for cod B has xoCguoouolv and Ant 
itXnirnoeoQe while in the plus at v .22 both agree on TcXr)Ynoeo 0 e. 
Later on, in v.24, for cod B has exo£euoav, and Ant 

waxepapuv0r) (as well as in its plus in v.21). From Thenius 
on, most commentators correct v .20 i r> to ion, but, while 
the presence of v:\r\yr\oeoQe in Ant and in the plus of cod B 
at v.22 confirms that it was the original Greek reading, 
there is nothing to indicate that it was the more authentic 
Hebrew, nor does it yield a superior meaning. 


103 Thus Driver, Schulz, Kittel, BJ, Osty, Dhorme (1956), 
NEB. 

104 Klostermann, p. 177. 

105 Dhorme (1910), pp. 356ff. 

106 Barthelemy, Les Devanciers d'Aquila . 
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For v.20, cod B has aicavo)0ev and Ant onto. In 

v.21, for MT cod B has eicavwBev while Ant again has onto. 

In the plus in v.22, cod B and Ant agree on onto, and in v.24, 
for cod B once again has eitavu)0ev for Ant onto. Barth£- 

lemy has shown that arco or eitavu) for the compound preposition 
!>yn is standard for OG, while ontava)0ev/eitaveo0ev is a charac¬ 
teristic of the kaige recension, onto occurring in kaigd only 

107 

where there was no Hebrew base to correct to. 

In v.21, MT neiiv becomes Iepopoap in B and Iepo- 
|3oaX in Ant.^°® Cod B, against both MT and Ant, then adds 
uiou Nnp. 

At this point in v.21, after epeiq, and therefore 
forming part of the message that is supposed to be delivered 
to David, Ant adds on xaxeKpaxouv oi avbpes etp* mckl 

e^n^Qov e(p* eiq to itebiov, non ouvnXaoapev oiuxouq ecoq xns 

TtuXn? xriS itoXeajQ, Kai HotTe|3apuv0n xa peXri ski xouq 6ouXouq 
aou onto xeixouQ, xoti eite0avov onto tojv 6ouXa)v tou PaoiXeaxs 
waei avbpeq 6exot oxxu), which anticipates the Ant form of 
the messenger's account of the battle as told in v.24. That 
this was not incorporated into the kaige recension is a good 
sign that it indicates even later recensional activity. It 
could have been omitted by kaige on the grounds that it was 
not found in MT, but the presence of the plus in v.22 shows 
that kaige was willing to preserve the longer Greek text 
even where it found no Hebrew base. 

Still in v.21, non. ye for da (and for dai in v.24) is 
the sign of the recension by that name in cod B, whereas 
Ant has non. in both places. Finally in v.21, cod B onteOavev 
versus Ant xe0vnxev for nn appears again for the same verb 
in v.24. 

In v.22, aside from the large plus in all Greek 
texts which describes David's anger, MT, cod B and Ant each 
contain a different reading: 


107 Barthelemy, Les Devanciers , pp. 55ff. 

108 Thus Lagarde. Only ms o has Iepo0oaX here, while b has 
Iepo0oap, c 2 IepoPaaX and e 2 Iepo0aX. In the plus of 
v.22 mss Jo o have Iepo0oaX, and b' Cp e 2 Ie P°P aa ^ for 
cod B Iepopoap. 0L V here reads Ieropoam , the only in¬ 
stance in this verse where 0L V agree with B against Ant. 
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MT: ...in K^n iN^nn 

Q 

LXX : k(u eicopeuOn o otyyeXo? Iojap icpo? xov paatXea 

ei? IepouaaXnp nai napayevexo, nai aicnTYe^ev • • • 

An t 

LXX : non icapey evexo o ayyeXo? Ia)aP tcpo? xov paaiXea 

et? IepouaaXnii nai anr\yyei\e \). .. 

Schulz recommended the restoration of i5nn-5N ski’ *?n5» 

. ..Kn*i o5env>, blaming the absence in MT on parablepsis 
between ski* and Nn>i with the compensating addition of the 

article with after the rest of the sentence had fallen 

10Q 

out. 7 This is not possible, however, if Ant is seen to 
represent 00 since that text does not contain rcapeyevexo in 
the place which corresponds to MT Klostermann, Budde 

and Nowack, even though they follow LXX in the main for these 
verses, explicitly reject the originality of this longer form 
of v.22a as being a LXX expansion. 11 ^ Since these extra 
words in Greek could not have fallen out through a simple 
textual accident, we may accept MT as the more original form, 
and see in the plus LXX's own expansionist activity. This, 
of course, also increases the likelihood that the rest of the 
plus in v .22 is an expansion as well. 

In v.24, my appears three times in MT. In cod B 
the first two are translated ic'ou? while the third is 6 ouXo? . 

Ant has 6 ouXo? for all three. 


109 Schulz II, p. 121. Cf. also, Thenius, Peters, Dhorme and 
Smith. 

110 Klostermann called it a "blosse Verbreitung in exeget- 
ischer Absicht" (p. 177); Budde, "liberf liissig" (KHAT, 

p. 258), and Nowack, "eine erklarende Weiterung" (p. 193). 

111 The evidence for modification of 6 ouXo? to icqu? in the 
kaig£ recension is present but sporadic, as the following 
figures show: uott? in B = 6 ouXo? in b o c 0 e 0 : a) 0/22; 

PP) 3 / 1 6 t 2 Sam 10:2.3.4]; py) 7/28 [2 SarrTI 1T24.24 ; 14: 

30.30.31; 15:14; 19:19]; 77) 0/17; 76 ) 3/19 [2 Kgs 5:26. 
26; 10:53. On the other hand, again for MT my, 6 ouXo? 
in B = teat? in b o c P e 9 : a) 0/36; pp) 0/26; py) 9/44 

[2 Sam 11:9.11; 12:1 8 f 18:29; 19:5.7.14.26; 21:22]; 77 ) 
0/44; 76 ) 3/42 [2 Kgs 14:5; 21:8.10.1. These figures 
show that the variation is hardly systematic, but when 
it does occur, it occurs in the sections py and 76 only 
(with the exception of three instances in 2 Sam 10, which 
may have come under kaig£ influence; cf. James D. Shenkel, 
"A Comparative Study of the Synoptic Parallels in I 
Paraleipomena and I-II Reigns," HTR 62 (169), pp. 63-85). 
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The result of these observations is that, where 
there is a Hebrew base in MT, cod B is closer to it than to 
Ant. Where no Hebrew text is present, cod B follows Ant, 
with the exception of Ant's plus at v.21. We may conclude, 
therefore, that Ant gives us the more original Greek text, 
except for its plus in v.21. Whether the Greek text repre¬ 
sents a Vorlage that was different from MT, or whether the 
text was modified by OG itself is difficult to decide for 
these verses. 

Considering the totality of the plus in v.22, LXX 
seems to have expanded its text in order to bring about the 
angry reaction on David's part which Joab predicted. It 
is hardly likely that Joab could have predicted that David, 
in his anger, would allude to Abimelech's death and that 
thus the speech would be repeated. Those who suggest a dis¬ 
placement of the verses (cf. Thenius and Bottcher), and place 
the speech in David's mouth alone, have a point as far as the 
logic of the narrative is concerned, but in the overall nar¬ 
rative this would seem to be excluded by the fact that David 
does not know that the battle took place under the wall until 
v.24. Joab had predicted that the account of the battle 
would cause David to get angry, but that the news of Uriah's 
death would appease him. The messenger was intelligent 
enough to know how to avoid David's anger by getting right 

down to the information that he wanted, that Uriah had been 
112 

killed. LXX, unsatisfied that Joab's prediction of David's 

anger did not come to pass, and not having understood the 
cleverness of the messenger, added the plus to v.22 so that 
Joab's words were fulfilled. Once again, therefore, LXX 
witnesses to a text into which an insertion has been made, 
whose form indicates that it could not have fallen out of 
proto-MT through a textual accident, in order to provide 
what it felt necessary for the smooth flowing of the narrative. 


112 Cf. Keil, who noted, "The messenger informed David of 
everything, as Joab had instructed him, but cutting it 
short in such a way that he also mentioned Uriah's death" 
(p. 280). On the messenger's cleverness in doing so, 
cf. Barthelemy, CTAT. 
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2 Sam 14:27 

MT: nmn N>n non nnen nn h n:n nentns oi>©:iKt> n^*m 

nxnn no*> nwN 

n 

LXX : wai eTexQn^av xa) APeaaaXoou xpeiq uioi xai Qu^ainp pia, 

nai ovopa auxn 0npap“ auxn Y^vn xaXn acpobpa, xai 
Yivexai yuvr] xa) Pofioap uia) laXajpaiv xai xixxei auxa) 
xov ApiaQap. 

An t 

LXX : xai exexQn^av xa) A8eaa\a)p xpeiq uioi xai Ouyaxnp pia, 
xai xo ovopa auxps Maaxa. nai otuxr) 1 Y^vn xaXn o<po6pa, 
xoti Yivexai yuvh xu) Po|3oap uiw loXopajvxoq, xai xixxei 
auxa) xov A^ia. 

OL v : ...nomen erat ei Moacha et haec puella erat bona 

specie valde; et fuit mulier in matrimonium Roboam 
filio Salamonis, et peperit ei Abiam. 

4QSam c : [nai ona nun!>© oi^oKi? n!n>i] 

[mvoa nxnn na* nwxl nmn nx>m non nn\y[i] nn[x] 

In spite of 2 Sam 18:18, where it is reported that 
Absalom had no son, our text here attributes three unnamed 

110 1 1 li 

sons J and a daughter to him. In MT, cod B, Vg, Tg and 
Syr, the daughters name is Thamar while in Ant and 0L V she 
is called Maacha. Further, the entire Greek text tradition 
and OL give the additional information that she became the 
wife of Rehoboam, son of Solomon, and bore him a son, Abiathar 

in codd B a p and Abia in the rest of the mss and OL. 

^ "115 

Thenius called the plus a "very old Hebrew gloss, 

and Klostermann maintained that it was probably original in 
the text, as was the name Maacha, but was removed when the 
name was changed to Thamar. 1 ^ All other commentators con¬ 
sider the plus an addition to the text. 

p 

113 Thenius (p. 214) suggested that the fact that they are 
unnamed may indicate that they died very young, which 
would explain 2 Sam 18:18. 

114 Along with mss Acdefmpqstwxap and Brooke- 
McLean's 0L h (Vienna fragments of OL according to the 
edition of M. Haupt [Vienna, 1877J). 

115 Thenius 2 , p. 215. 

116 Klostermann, p. 195. 
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In 1 Kgs 15:2 we read that Abijam's mother was 
Maacha, the daughter of Absalom. At 2 Chr 11:20, Rehoboam 
took Maacha, daughter of Absalom, as his wife whose firstborn 
son was Abijah, although 2 Chr 13:2, the parallel to 1 Kgs 
15:2, relates that Abijah's mother, Micaiah, was the daughter 
of Uriel of Gibeah. Further, 2 Sam 3:3 tells us that Absalom's 
mother was Maacha, daughter of Talmai. This gives the fol¬ 
lowing genealogy: 

David Maacha (2 Sam 3:3) 

Absalom j ? 

(Thamar) Maacha = Rehoboam 

Abijah/m = Maacha (1 Kgs 15:2) 

Thus we have three Maacha's spread out over four 
generations. Pre-MT may have mistakenly put Thamar in 14:27, 
confusing the girl's name with that of Absalom's sister. 0G, 
or its Vorlage, corrected the text on the basis of 1 Kgs 15:2 
and then added the plus, again based on 15:2. in order to 
confirm the modification and clear up the confusion. Thamar 
is thus probably the earliest, if erroneous, reading in 
proto-MT, for if Maacha had been in the text originally, it 
is not likely that it would have been modified to Thamar in 
the face of so many texts which give the contrary. The kaige 
recension, faced with the contradictory readings, must have 
deliberately changed its Greek text in order to read Thamar 
in conformity with MT, but further confused her identity by 
preserving the now contradictory LXX plus. 

The text of 4QSam c , according to Ulrich's recon¬ 
struction, follows MT's shorter text, along with the name of 

117 

Absalom's daughter as Thamar. 

Josephus relates that "Thamara", daughter of Ab- 
1 1R 

salom, married Rohoboam, and later, that Jeroboam took 

117 Cf. Ulrich, "4QSam c : A Fragmentary Manuscript...", p. 170. 
Ulrich makes no mention anywhere in this article of the 
agreement between MT and 4QSam c on this shorter reading 
against the LXX plus. 

118 Ant. VII, 244. 
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"Machane" as his second wife, "whose mother was Absalom’s 
11Q 

daughter Thamara. 

On the basis of the contradictory evidence, in 
which MT, 4QSam c , LXX B , and Josephus read Thamar, while Ant 
(OG), 0L V , and the tradition in both Kgs and Chr read Maacha, 
it is probably not possible to determine what the daughter’s 
name actually was. What seems clear, however, is that at 
2 Sam 14:27 LXX or its Vorlage has modified the name of 
Absalom’s daughter and added the information from 1 Kgs 15:2, 
most likely in order to make the text of Sam agree with that 
of Kgs and thus harmonize the narrative. 

2 Sam 19:11b.12b 


MT: 


o*:nhN i*nn nn!? 12a ^ b .. .i^nn-nN o>tnnn unx nnb nnyi 11b 

Kn ^ow>-io m*n *it>nn-nN 


LXX B : b Hai vuv, ivot xi upeiq xaxpeuexe tou eiuoxpe^ai itpoq 

tov paoiXea: wai to pr)pa itavxoq IaparjX itpoq tov 

PaauXea.. . 1 ^ a P b Iva xi yuveoQe eoxaxoi xou eit i axpe<J>ai 
upoq xov (SaoiXea eiq xov olkov auxou; wai Xoyoq itavxoq 
Iopar|X npoq xov PaaiXea. 


LXX^ nb : xau vuv iva xi oiajuaxe upeiq eTcuoxpe^ai (rcpoq 2 ^) 

xov paoiXea: wau xo pn pa rcavxoq Iapar)A. rcpoq xov 

paoiXea.. . 12a P b Iva xi yuveoQe euq eoxaxouq xou em- 
axpetj>ai xov PaoiXea euq xov olkov auxou; 

^ i \oyoq icavxoq IopaqX -rupoq xov PaoLXea. 


In these verses which describe the Israelites’ 
decision to return to David’s authority and David’s invita¬ 
tion to the Judaeans to do the same, an entire sentence is 
located differently in MT and LXX. The first part of MT 12b, 
"And the word of all Israel came to the king," appears twice 
in LXX: at the end of vv.11 and 12 in cod B, 121 and at the 
end of vv.11 and 13 in Ant. The end of MT v.12, "to his 
house", is missing from LXX here and is found in both B and 
Ant at the end of v.13 (where it is absent from MT). 


119 Ant. VII, 249. 

120 npoq was omitted by Lagarde and is absent from ms o, but 
present in mss b c 2 e 2 as well as in B A g z a 2 . 

121 I have followed the Hebrew text’s numbering system for 
LXX as well throughout the discussion of this verse in 
order to avoid confusion. 
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Most commentators follow LXX here and place the dis- 
122 

located sentence after v.11, which Wellhausen identified 

as the original Greek location by the use of pr)pa where cod B 

12 ^ 

in v.12, and Ant in v.12, have \oyoq. J In such a position, 
the sentence introduces v.12, as it relates that the deliber¬ 
ations of the Israelites were made known to David, which then 
inspires him to invite the Judaeans not to be the last to 
accept him as king. 

Keil objected to transferring the half-verse on the 

grounds that in such a position, v.12 should begin with 
1 2U 

*m At the end of v.12, as MT reads, the 

clause forms part of David’s argumentation to be presented 

to the Judaeans: Why are you, Judaeans, the last to bring 

back the king? The Israelites have made known to the king 

125 

their desire to return under his authority. 

That this text was problematic early on is shown 
by the versions, for, while Vg and Tg follow MT, 0L S reads 
with LXX for v.11: Et consilium totius Israel venit ad regem , 
and at the end of v.12 reads ... pervenerunt ad regem , ut 
reducerent eum in domum suam, quia dixerat rex : Haec dicitis 
ad populum , which provides a transition to v.13. 

Syr, on the other hand, adds at the end of v.11, in 
the mouths of the Israelites, "Come, let us bring him (the 
king) back to his house" ( tw nhpkywhw lbytw ), followed by "and 
the word of all the Israelites went in to the king. And the 
king said to them, ’You are my brothers and my flesh and bone 
etc.,”* Thus Syr has either suffered a haplography, which 
eliminated "And King David sent to Zadok and Abiathar the 
priests, ’Say to the elders of Israel: Why should you be the 


122 Houbigant, Thenius, Bottcher, Wellhausen, Klostermann, 
Nowack, Budde, Driver, Smith, Dhorme, Peters, Kittel, 
Hertzberg, NEB, NAB, BJ, Osty, Eli, Barthelemy ( Les 
Devanciers, p. 122). 

123 Wellhausen, p. 204. 

124 Keil, followed by Ehrlich and Schulz* 
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126 

last to bring the king back to his house? 1 ”, or else 
the material was deliberately suppressed because of its 
repetitiveness. 

Ulrich has shown that the displaced clause was 

present in 4QSam a in the same position as in LXX, at the end 
127 

of v.11. Since the argument is based on space considera¬ 

tions within a fragment and the text is not attested to di¬ 
rectly, it is impossible to know if the final words of MT, 
ima-tw, were present in 4Q or not, although the spacing 
seems to indicate that they were not. 

When Thenius first suggested reading with LXX on 
the position of MT v.12b, he originally proposed the cod B 

form, i.e., reading the clause both at the end of v.11 and 
i pft 

of v.12. He abandoned this, however, and it seems clear 

that a choice must be made. As it stands in LXX, it serves 
to form the transition between the Israelites* deliberations 
and David’s message to the Judaeans.If, on the other 
hand, it forms a part of David’s message to the Judaeans, as 
in MT, it provides a way of forcing their hand in re-accepting 
him as a king. If its original position was at the end of 
v.11, it does not seem possible that it would have been 
deliberately relocated to v.12, whereas it is not impossible 
that LXX could have misunderstood the flow of narrative and 
changed its position since, if it occurs at the end of v.12 
it is certainly the lectio difficilior . Here, however, if 


125 Thus Keil, Erdmann, Lohr, Ehrlich, Schulz, RSV, TOB, 

BHS, HOTTP. 

126 Restored in one Syr ms, Codex Leningradensis Bibl. Publ. 
N S n. 2 (5th cent.), along with "and the word of all 
Israel came to the king", as in MT (cf. The Old 
Testament in Syriac 11,2, ad loc .). 

127 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 89. 

128 Thenius 1 , p. 217. 

129 Although rejected by Barth^lemy as "prosaic" in 
CTAT. 



60 


its original place was in v.11, the possibility that it was 
accidentally dislocated must not be excluded since the word 
occurs no less than five times in vv. 11-13, and is fol¬ 
lowed by irr>n-!>K in vv.12 and 13. The occurrence of *in*>o-!>N 
at the end of MT v.12 seems to be the sign that a corruption 
has taken place in its text. The original Hebrew text, 

following LXX Ant for vv.llf. would have read: 

11 

-bn no non .n^nn-iiN _ 

l^nn-nN _ x\bw in 

...on* ^riK^ 

A scribed eye wandering from iin to the *i!>nni which 

begins v.12 would have eliminated everything in between. When 
its absence was missed, it was inserted after the *i!>nn-Nn of 
v.12 instead of that of v.11, which would account for the 
in*>o-i>N at the end of the present MT v.12 which makes no sense 
in the context. was then added again after *i^nn~nN 

in its rightful place, without, however, removing it from its 
erroneous position after in MT v.12. That even cod B, 

here the kaig£ text which has been corrected according to MT, 
does not include the phrase either at the end of v.11, where 
it follows LXX, or at the end of v.12 where it follows MT 
otherwise, shows either that it recognized the alien nature 
of the words at the end of v.12, or that the phrase crept 
into MT at a later date. The fact the Tg here follows MT 
literally, including the erroneous may be a sign 

that it was on kaige * s own initiative that it omitted the 
misplaced phrase. Later on, at the end of v.13, MT reads 
simply while LXX adds eiq tov oiwov auiou. 

Here, however, it is not possible to decide if MT is again 
at fault or if LXX has harmonized its reading. 

If we take LXX to be the original position of the 
notice that the word of Israel come to the king, this reduces 
the content of David*s message to the Judaeans, but the con¬ 
text of the narrative seems to require that David somehow be 
apprised of what the Israelite tribes had been discussing. 

In its LXX position, the phrase is a clear 

reference to their decision to bring back the king. If it 
forms part of David*s message to the Judaeans, as MT would 
have it, it seems far too vague for them to know what the 
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content of this *im might be. 

We may see in these verses, therefore, an accidental 
dislocation of an entire clause in MT whose original position 
was maintained in LXX. The kaig£ recension both maintained 
the LXX form as it found it and added the clause at the end 
of v.12 as well. That these verses have been a source of 
confusion is futher shown by the variants in OL and Syr, as 
well as by the fact that Ant repeats the misplaced clause 
again at the end of v.13- In this case, however, we read with 
the texts shared by LXX and 4QSam a . 

2 Sam 24:15 


MT: oyn-m non *nnn ny-ijn nponn mm urn 

onn 

B 

LXX : xai e£eXe£axo eauxa) Aaueib xov Oavaxov* xai npepai 
Oepiapou Tiupcov, xai e&amev Kupiog ev Iopar)X Oavaxov 
aico irpauQev ecog oopaq apiaxou* xai nP^a^o n Qpauoiq 
ev xa) Xaa), xai aiueOavev ex xou Xaou onto Aav xou ea)? 
Br)poa£ee, epbopnwovxa x^Xuabeq avbpaiv. 

1 Chr 21:14 


MT: er>N qt>N cnyn© r>n t>xqer>:i m#v» irr> i 

D 

LXX : xai ebcoxev Kupioq Oavaxov ev Iapar)X, xai exeoov e£ 

Iapan^ e(36opnxovxa x^^tabeq avbpajv. 

In these pluses in LXX for 24:15, where there is 
essentially no difference between cod B and Ant, David is 
said to choose the plague from among the possibilities offered 
him by the Lord, the season is specified as the time of the 
wheat harvest, and explicit mention is made that the plague 
began among the people. The majority of commentators has 

1 30 

either inserted the LXX pluses as part of the original text, J 
or else replaced MT, which would have come from the parallel 
in 1 Chr 21:14, with LXX. 1 ^ 1 Most have followed Wellhausen’s 


130 Thenius, Graetz, Budde, Kittel, BJ, Osty (who eliminates 
"and the plague began among the people*’, but otherwise 
follows LXX). 

131 Wellhausen, Klostermann, Smith, Driver, Peters, Nowack, 
Dhorme (1910; in 1956 he retained ’’and David chose the 
plague", but otherwise followed MT), NAB. 
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lead in rejecting MT as a colorless insertion from 1 Chr in 
favor of LXX's more specific and dramatic account. Those 
who read with MT, on the other hand, point out that David’s 
choice is sufficiently clear in MT without the need to 
specify, as does LXX; that no reason is given how MT could 
have come about if LXX were original here; and that the men¬ 
tion of the harvest time was an insertion in order to prepare 
the way for the episode of Araunah and the threshing floor in 
24:l6ff. Barthelemy, in rejecting the plus, stresses the 

fact that 4QSam a for 24:20^^ along with 1 Chr 21:20 mention 
that Araunah was threshing wheat when David came to him. 

That the reference to the harvested wheat should appear in 

different places in LXX Sam, 4QSam a and 1 Chr shows the se- 

1 34 

condary character of the reading as an insertion. J 

The suggested retroversions for xai e£eXe£axo eauxa) 
Aaueib xov Oavaxov, and xai r)p£axo n Opauoiq ev xa> Xau) have 
provided no problem: nmn-Nn *tvt nno*>i, and oyn naxan !>nni 
respectively. Koti nuepat Oepiapou Tcupa>v, however, is pro¬ 
blematic. Thenius suggested, for xai nuepat, which 

was later modified to •>»•> by Driver. ^6 The phrase 

xai npepaL Oepiopou nupcov by itself, however, cannot express 
a time within which something took place, nor has any attempt 
been made to ameliorate it in any Greek ms beyond the addition 
of the article ai Klostermann alone suggested 

but was followed by no one. Nowhere else in Hebrew does 
or *>n*n occur without preposition to indicate the time at 
which something took place. At Gen 30:14 and Judg 15:1 we 

132 Keil, Erdmann, Lohr, Hummelauer, Ehrlich, Schulz, Rehm, 
Hertzberg, RSV, NEB, TOB, BHS, HOTTP. 

133 Cf. Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 158. 

134 Barthelemy, CTAT. 

135 Thenius" 1 , p. 290. 

136 Driver 1 (1890), p. 287. 

137 Added byMadefghijlmnpqstwyzb 2 - 

138 Klostermann, p. 258. 
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read D*)on * 1 * 2 ? and 2 Sam 21:9 o*:n»N*i:i ‘V>*i? The 

phrase *i>sp to at Josh 3:15 seems disqualified as an ex¬ 

ample because of its use with to. Turning to Driver's sug¬ 
gestion, we find D*>:ny >»*> at Num 13:20, where 

LXX has translated as won, ai npepai nuepai* eapoq Ttpoabpopoi 
axatpuXn?, whose time indication is perfectly clear in both 
Hebrew and Greek. There is, however, no evidence of a second 
npepai in 2 Sam 24:15 to justify 0L V here has trans¬ 

lated according to the sense: Et erat tempus messium frumenti , 
but this does not presume a different Greek text than that 
of LXX. If the plus were a Greek addition, we should presume 
that it would have been grammatically correct, and thus, it 
appears that this plus goes back to a Hebrew Vorlage which 
was problematic in itself but from which LXX slavishly 
translated. 

As to the more original reading for this verse, we 
must either accept MT's shorter text, the longer, combined 
form as found in LXX, or, following Wellhausen, the OG form. 

Wellhausen based his suggestion that MT is a later 
text on the observation that ny-iyi anticipates 

the later developments in the narrative, and thus, non, 
ebowev ... a)paq apiaxou had been added to the original LXX 
which read xai e£eXe£on;o ... ev too Xaoo, and which was based 
on a Hebrew Vorlage . The fact that xym ny-iyi “ipnnn is 

absent from Chr was a further indication for him that it was 
1 

not original. 

Wellhausen's observation is valid up to the point 
that we are dealing with two different, and originally sep- 
rate, texts here. The phrase in LXX, "And the plague began 
among the people," following as it does upon MT's "And the 
Lord sent a plague in Israel from the morning to the appointed 
time," appears to be superfluous. If we put the LXX pluses 
side by side, however, they form a perfectly coherent se¬ 
quence, albeit parallel to and not compatible with that of MT. 
An indication of which of these is more original is found, 
however, in different points of view expressed. MT reads "And 
the Lord sent a plague...", while LXX tells us, "And David 


139 Wellhausen, pp. 219ff. 
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chose the plague .. .**. David* s cry in v.14, "Let us fall 
into the hands of the Lord, for his mercy is great," appears, 
on first sight, to exclude only the second of the three 
choices, that of pursuit by David’s enemies. More profoundly, 
however, David’s response may be seen as a refusal to choose 
any one of the proposed punishments, and shows his desire to 
throw himself on God’s mercy.In MT v.15, the Lord him¬ 
self takes the initiative in sending the plague, whereas in 
LXX it is David’s own choice. It is less likely that, if 
LXX’s form were the more original, it would have been changed 
later to give the initiative to the Lord. MT’s form seems to 
respect David’s desire in v.14 to leave the choice up to him. 
It appears, therefore, that we have two separate traditions 
dealing with the coming of the plague upon the people, and 
MT's tradition both respects the context more closely and 
constitutes a sign of being the earlier of the two in giving 
the initiative to the Lord rather than to David himself. 

The translation of ny-iyi in LXX by ewq wpaq 

apiOTOu indicates that the Vorlage of LXX already knew of a 
Hebrew text at least similar to that of MT. The word apioxov 
in LXX is a translation of ont> in 1 Kgs 5:2, but where it 
appears elsewhere it has no Hebrew base (Tob 2:1.4; Bel and 
the Dragon 34:37; Susanna 13). The verb apioxav translates 
nub at Gen 43:25, appears without a Hebrew base at 1 Sam 

14:24 and Tob 2:1 [S], and translates myoi at 1 Kgs 13:7. 

This last occurrence shows that LXX apparently read *ryo for 
lyin, either accidentally or deliberately, at 2 Sam 24:15. 11+1 


140 Cf. Hertzberg (p. 413), "As the text now stands, it is 
the Lord who determines the duration of the punishment, 
just as it was he who appointed its character." 

141 Cf. also, the treatise Yoma 75b in the Babylonian Talmud , 
where miyo is used to indicate the meal given by Moses 
at Ex 1 6 : 8 , as well as at Num 11:33, when, while the 
Israelites were eating, the Lord smote them with a 
plague. The text of Syr for 2 Sam 24:15 seems to have 
been influenced by LXX as it translates, "from the 
morning to the sixth hour." 
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Wellhausen objected to MT here since it took away the tension 
in anticipating later developments, but, as the text stands 
in LXX, which specifies that the plague lasted "until dinner¬ 
time", this more specific indication of its duration, based 
on an apparent misreading of the text, only serves to destroy 
this tension even more. MT f s "until the appointed time", on 
the other hand, simply sets the stage for the sequence of 
events in which David sacrifices to the Lord to avert the 
plague, in 24:25, without specifying ahead of time when its 
cessation will come about. 

In 2 Sam 24:15, therefore, MT's shorter text is to 
be preferred as the more original, while the text of LXX in¬ 
dicates that its Vorlage joined another tradition concerning 
the sending of the plague to the text witnessed to in MT. 

2 Sam 24:25a 


MT: narn an d© 1 a* i 

n 

LXX : xoti a)Ko6opr|oev enei Aotueib Quoiaaxnpi ov Kupico, ho ti 

avrive'Yxev oXoHotuxwoeiq xai eipriviHaq* nai Ttpoae0r|Hev 
EotXwpwv eiti to 0uoiotoxrip lov ex* eoxatxu), ou pinpov 
qv ev icpcoTOiq. 

An t 

LXX : xai uxobo\ir\ 0 £v exei Aotuib 0uaiotoxripiov xu) KupLO), xai 
avrive'YHev oXoHotuxaioeiq xai eipnviHotq. noti TcpooeQnnev 
XoXopwv eiti xo ©uoiatoxriP lov ex* eaxatxa), oxi pinpov 
qv ev xpcaxoiq. 

1 Chr 21:26 

MT: natn a* ia o© ia*» i 

B 

LXX : xai u>xobo\ir\ae\> Aotueib enei ©uoiaaxnpiov Kupio), xai 

avr\veyxev oXoHotuxajpaxa noti oojxripiou. 

The Greek text contains a plus here, found in 0L V 
142 

as well, which tells us that Solomon enlarged David's 

altar built on the threshing floor of Araunah because it was 

too small. In the verbatim parallel to MT found in 1 Chr 21: 

26, there is no mention of Solomon, either in MT or in LXX. At 


142 0L V : Et imposuit Salomonem super sacrarium in novissimum, 
quoniam pusillus erat in~~primls . 
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2 Chr 3:1, where Solomon begins to build his temple, we are 
told that it was "on Mt. Moriah, where the Lord had ap¬ 
peared to David, his father, at the place that David had 
appointed, on the threshing floor of Oman, the Jebusite," 
although in its parallel at 1 Kgs 6:1 there is no mention of 
the threshing floor nor of David’s altar there. Opinion is 

uniform that at 2 Sam 24:25 we have a later addition to the 
14 ? 

text, J although the majority of commentators do not even 

144 

mention the plus here. Peters maintained that the plus 

goes back to a Hebrew text which LXX found in its Vorlage, 

14 c 

even if it is clearly an addition, while Rehm claimed 

that this plus is of the same nature as those of 2 Sam 8:7 f, 

and shows the same solicitude over things concerning the 

146 

temple which is manifested by the Chronicler. 

Since 1 Kgs makes no reference whatsoever to the 
threshing floor of Araunah in its account of the building of 
the temple in chapters 5-8, and since 2 Chr 3:1 does include 
this information, we may see in the plus of 2 Sam 24:25 an 
addition, not directly quoting, but inspired by the Chron¬ 
icler’s account of the temple construction. It appears 
highly likely that, because of the construction of the clause 
oti pixpov qv ev itpajxoiq, this plus goes back to a Hebrew 
text which was found in LXX’s Vorlage , but it is clearly an 
addition whose purpose was to harmonize this mention of 
David’s altar with Solomon’s temple. 

Conclusions 

The results of this examination of non-haplogenic 
pluses in LXX show that in almost every case MT represents a 
more original text, and that the plus in LXX are attributable 
to literary activity on the part of LXX or of its Vorlage . 


143 Even Thenius admits here the possibility that it may 
have been added by "the earliest copyist" (Thenius^, 
p. 293). 

144 Thus Keil, Erdmann, Wellhausen, Graetz, Driver, Budde, 
Dhorme, Ehrlich, Kittel, Hertzberg. 

145 Peters, p. 158. 

146 Rehm, Textkritische Untersuchungen , p. 25 
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In two instances only, the text of MT shows signs 
of later redactional activity as far as the pluses are con¬ 
cerned. At 1 Sam 3:21, the short phrase nun n:n:i does 

not appear to have been part of the original text, but was 
a later addition designed to explain the anomalous 
!>Kinw which the original text contained. At 2 Sam 19:11 f., 

Mt seems to have been at fault in omitting, and then later 
re-inserting erroneously, an entire clause, whereas LXX wit¬ 
nesses to its more primitive form and position. 

In every other case LXX contains a significant plus 
whose absence from MT may not be attributed to textual error, 
but rather to an insertion into the text. A number of these 
pluses seem to fall into categories which may indicate the 
reasons why such additions were made in the text. 

1 . Completing the M unsaid ff . 

One characteristic of the insertions is that they 
appear to be an attempt to complete what in MT was left up 
to the reader’s imagination, or else show the fulfillment 
of what has been predicted, or the logical sequence to a 
particular action or situation. Thus, in 1 Sam 30, v.16 
tells us that the Egyptian servant had taken David down to 
the place where the Amalekites were feasting, and v.17 begins, 
M And David smote them." LXX supplies the logical "And David 
went upon them," although the original reader was expected to 
supply this himself. In 2 Sam 11:19-24, where Joab gives his 
instructions to the messenger in order to inform David of 
Uriah’s death, LXX, having misunderstood the sense of the 
narrative here, repeats the story of Abimelech’s death, which 
the messenger in fact replaced with another message designed 
to avoid David’s anger. At 2 Sam 24:15, the LXX apparently 
brings in another tradition here in order to spell out for 
us that "David chose the plague," as well as to harmonize the 
coming of the plague with the purchase of the threshing floor 
of Araunah by specifying that it was the wheat harvest season. 
2• Changing the point of view . 

A whole series of insertions or modifications of 
the text in 1 Sam 1:5.6.11.23.28 and 2:11 in LXX serves to 
emphasize Hannah’s sterility but also enlarges Elkanah’s role 
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in the proceedings, as well as giving the impression that 
Samuel*s consecration to the Lord is in the form of a 
Nazirite vow. This latter tendency, while only suggested in 
LXX*s insertions, comes to full bloom in 4QSam a which ex¬ 
plicitly mentions the nazir at 1 :22, a process which probably 
mirrors a progression in Judaism*s understanding of the nature 
of Samuel*s consecration. Again, at 1 Sam 4:1, LXX*s modifica¬ 
tion of the text serves to change the initiative in beginning 
the war against the Philistines. 

3. Added emphasis to the text . 

In 1 Sam 8:18, LXX reiterates the fact that it was 
the people themselves who had chosen a king. Likewise, in 
1 Sam 12:23, a small plus emphasizes Samuel*s service of the 
Lord. Again, at 1 Sam 19:22, LXX emphasizes Saul*s anger, 
which in MT was already clear from the context. 

4. Material from external sources . 

Another series of pluses indicates that LXX has 
harmonized its narrative by including material from Kgs and 
Chr in order to show later historical relationships of events 
in Sam. Thus, at 2 Sam 8:7 f., we are told what happened 
to the bronze taken from Hadadezer by David through the in¬ 
sertion of material inspired by or directly quoted from Kgs 
and Chr. At 2 Sam 14:27, the future marriage of Absalom*s 
daughter is included into the LXX text. At 2 Sam 24:25, a 
text inspired by Chr tells us of Solomon*s enlarging of 
David*s altar when he builds the temple. 

This tendency to harmonize and explain the text 
is found at 1 Sam 3:21 as well, where the addition of "from 
one end of the land to the other'* clarifies the meaning of 
the geographical "from Dan to Beersheba" for those unfamiliar 
with the Palestinian terrain. In the same verse the addition 
of the note on the wickedness of Eli's sons serves to join 
the text more closely to their tragic end in chapter 4. The 
plus at 1 Sam 14:23 f. shows again LXX's desire to smooth 
over a more abrupt MT transition, here from the battle scene 
at Beth-Aven to the forest in which the tempting honey was 
found. 
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As far as the degree of certitude for these cases 
is concerned, except for the places indicated at 1 Sam 3:21 
and 2 Sam 19:11 f., I have attempted to show through the 
examination of each case in the preceding pages that LXX*s 
text has added to the shorter MT in all the verses where a 
LXX plus is registered. Whether this took place on the level 
of the Greek translation itself or whether the pluses were 
already present in its Vorlage is not always possible to 
determine. When the Hebrew text of 4QSam a agrees with LXX's 
longer text, this is a good indication that these readings 
were already present in Hebrew at the time of LXX*s trans¬ 
lation as well. In two other cases, 2 Sam 24:15 and 24:25, 
the grammar of the Greek may indicate a Hebrew Vorlage also. 

Whether these additions were already in the Vorlage 
or not, these pluses in the Greek text clearly show ad¬ 
ditional literary activity which was performed on a more 
primitive text resembling that of the shorter MT. 
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We will examine in this section those readings in 
which a plus is found in the text of MT vis-a-vis the Greek 
text whose absence from the Greek may not be ascribed to a 
simple error of homeoteleuton or homeoarcton. 


1 Sam 2:22 


MT: viwy* nwN-to nx ynvn ixa ipt 

nna o^enn-iiN 11 now *--iwh uni 

g 

LXX : nai HXei upeopuxns acpobpa, xai n*ouoev a ercoiouv oi 

uioi auTou to i q uioiq IopanX. 

Ant 

LXX : Mat HXei xpeopuxns o<po6pa xai n* ou °e v a enoiouv oi 
uioi auTou toiq uioiq IopanX navxa, nai oxi ouv- 
exoipajvTO oi uioi auxou pexa tojv 'Yuvaixaiv tojv 
napeoxnwuiujv napa xaq 0upaq xnQ oxnvns tou papxupiou. 

A c x 

LXX : xai HXei upeopuxns 0(po6pa, xai n*ouoev ouv itavxa 
(oupxavxa -Ax) a euoiouv oi uioi auxou xoiq uioiq 
IopanX, xai ax; ewoipi£ov (exopi£ov -A; ewoopi£ov -c) 
xaq “Yuvaiwa? xa<; Ttapeoxa)Oa<; napa xnv 0upav xnQ 
oxnvnQ xou papxupiou. 

4QSam a : 1 [d^w minen] mw D*>y\»n m XNn jpr 

...dh!? [nN] ynt&'n 

The MT plus here, which tells of the scandalous 
behavior of Eli's sons, is absent from cod B and 4QSam a , but 
appears in the hexaplaric (mss A c x) and Ant texts, as well 
as in Josephus in a slightly different form. Since Well- 
hausen, most commentators have considered the plus a later 
addition, indicated by its separation from the other ac¬ 
cusations against Eli's sons, by the use of the term "tent 
of meeting" rather than "temple", and by the desire of a 


1 


Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 57 
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o 

later age to discredit the priesthood. Barth^lemy maintains 
that "the omission of the two to [in LXX] is much more diffi¬ 
cult to explain than their addition," which leads him to 
conclude that the text of MT attests here to a literary crea¬ 
tivity which would have added as well the note on the sins of 

the Elides in order to bring charges against the priesthood 
o 

of Shiloh. Thenius observed that the plus was lacking in 

4 

B, but made no comment upon its originality. Geiger, fol¬ 
lowed by Bottcher, claimed that it was LXX which had pur¬ 
posely dropped the sentence out of respect for priesthood. 
Along the same lines, Peters, leaving the question open as 
to its originality, suggested that the Jews of Alexandria, 
aware that the Greek translation of the Bible would be read 
by Gentiles, could have omitted the passage because of its 
unseemly nature. Fernandez, citing LXX's propensity for 
smoothing over difficult passages, accepted the MT plus as 
original.^ Most modern translations include the plus in their 
text J 

As there is no indication that a textual accident 
could have caused the omission, it seems clear that we must 
posit a deliberate modification of the text, either an ad¬ 
dition in MT or a deletion in LXX. 

Josephus knew of the accusation against Eli's sons 
although he put it in a different place than that of MT, as 

o 

he used this story to introduce the section on Samuel. 


2 Wellhausen, p. 46, followed by Lohr, Klostermann, Driver, 
Budde, Smith, Nowack, Dhorme (1910 but not 1956), Stoebe, 
McCarter, NAB, BJ, HOTTP. 

3 Barth^lemy, CTAT. 

4 A. Geiger, Urschrift und Uebersetzungen der Bibel 

(Breslau, 18577, p. 272.- - - 

5 Peters, p. 103- 

6 Fernandez, p. 32. 

7 RSV, NEB, Dhorme ( 1956), Gsty, TOB, Eli. 

8 "They dishonoured the women who came for worship, doing 
violence to some and seducing others by presents," 
Josephus, Ant.V, 339. 
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That we find this mentioned by Josephus shows that he knew 
of the tradition, although whether it was from proto-MT 
itself or whether it was already in the Greek text in his 
time is difficult to say. Because of the slightly different 
formulation and different location, it may attest to a tra¬ 
dition common both to proto-MT and to his text, but one which 
was not yet stabilized, although Josephus himself may be 
responsible for the re-working of the material. 

The text of 4QSam a agrees partially with LXX 
against MT. Note the absence of before iwn, for MT 

and the absence of the plus. 4Q, however, gives Eli's 
precise age as ninety-eight, while MT and LXX agree on saying 
merely that he was very old. This extra detail in 4Q is the 

q 

sign of a later expansion. 

The only other mention of the women who were 
"niNns" at the door of the tent of meeting is found at Ex 38:8, 
where the bronze basin of the tent is described as having 
been made "from the mirrors of the women who ministered at 
the door of the tent of meeting." Since the historical 
situation of Ex 38:8 is far from clear itself , 10 its use 
to clarify 1 Sam 2:22 is limited. It must be noted, however, 
that, even if the women in Ex 38:8 constitute an addition, 
the verse was nevertheless part of the text early enough to 
have been in LXX's Vorlage for Exodus. 


9 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 57; Cross, BASOR 132, p. 26. For 4Q 
0*10 [iy] Albright had attributed the final mem to phonetic 
assimilation before the b (samdhi), but Ulrich, by reading 
a participle here, avoids the necessity of having recourse 
to the rare phonetic phenomenon. Note that both Tg* and 
Syr have participles here (vnyr n*; kl d Q b Q yn ). 

10 Wellhausen ( Composition des Hexateuchs [Berlin, ^1899j, 
p. 145) called this part of Ex 38:6 "haggadisch", fol¬ 
lowed by Holzinger ( Exodus , [1890] [KHAT] ) and Baentsch 
( Exodus [ 1903.1. That it is haggadic is contested by 
Dillmann (Die Bucher Exodus und Leviticus [1880J, p. 364), 
who nevertheless considers it a later addition. Heinsch 
(Das Buch Exodus [1934], p. 254) claims that the mention 
of these women in Ex 38:8 goes back to their presence in 

1 Sam 2:22. Childs (Exodus. A Commentary [1974], p. 636 ) 
claims there is insufficient evidence to decide whether 
older historical material is involved or whether it is 
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For Ex 38:8, LXX read *iwk riNOsn as xcov 

vnoTeuoaoojv ai evnaxeuaav, followed by OL ieiunabant . Aquila 
rendered riNS^n as oxpotxeuo|jeva)v (ms v) or axpaxeuoot|jeva)v 
(mss s z), while cod M gives axpaxeuopevajv for both Aquila 
and Symmaohus. Vg here translated as quae exoubabant . At 
1 Sam 2:22, Ant, along with cod N, has xcov uapeaxr)Huia)v for 
mN3*n, while the hexaplaric text in A c x has xotq Tcapeoxojoaq. 
Since icapLOxavai = nd* only here, and since Aquila and 
Symmachus use itapioxavoti for Ulrich suggests that ”Acx+ 

preserve a freer (and therefore probably earlier) transla¬ 
tion. ff11 Vg for Sam translated as quae observabant , while 
both Tg and Syr read "who prayed” or ”who came to pray” in 
both Ex and Sam. 12 Childs notes that for Ex 38:8, "some 
commentators have suggested a cleaning and repairing service, 
others singing and dancing." J For 1 Sam, all seem to be in 
agreement that some sort of service is referred to. These 
varying translations show that the early versions were not 
clear on what type of activity the women performed here. A 
comparison between LXX Ex 38:8 vnoxeuoaoojv with 1 Sam 
icapeoxwoaq shows at least that the later Greek translators 
of 1 Sam did not look to Ex in order to clarify the meaning 
of mNasn. 

As far as the term *nnn is concerned, Well- 

hausen pointed out that it was limited to the Priestly Code, 

and was incongruous with the mention of in chapters one 

1 4 

and three of 1 Sam for the sanctuary at Shiloh. Josh 18-19 
places the distribution of the inheritance for the last 
seven tribes at Shiloh, before the tent of meeting (Josh 18:1 


later midrashic exegesis, but suggests that the literary 
form favors the first alternative. 

11 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 58. 

12 Ex 38:8: Tg *priNT Syr n&’ d ? tyn lmzlyw . 

1 Sam 2:22: Tg •pnNT Syr nS* dmzlyn . 

13 Childs, p. 636. 

14 Wellhausen, p. 46. 
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and 19:51), which serves to establish the presence of the 
tent of meeting there, at least in the Priestly tradition. 
Schulz, citing the possibility that the entire unit of 1 Sara 
2:22-25 was a later addition, points out that the plus, with 
its mention of the tent of meeting, could have been original 
to that unit, and, therefore, the apparent contradiction 

between it and the temple would not have been the fault of a 
15 

later editor. J In itself, therefore the presence of this 
apparently anomalous mention of the tent of meeting does not 
exclude the possibility that an interpolation was made at 
an era which would have been before the earliest Greek trans 
lation. 

The most telling argument against the originality 
of the MT plus in 1 Sam 2:22, however, arises from the 
structure of the accusations against the sons of Eli. In 
the description of their impious behavior in 2:12-17, as 
well as in the oracle of the condamnation of the House of 
Eli in 2:27-36, the point of contention is exclusively that 
of improper treatment of the sacrifices and offerings. If 
the sin of MT v.22 had been part of the Lord’s grievances 
against Eli's sons, one would expect more than simply the 
passing reference given in that verse. 

The isolated mention of this sin of Hophni and 
Phineas and the absence of the plus in OG, over against 
Josephus' knowledge of it, show that this plus must have 
been inserted into the text sometime between the OG trans¬ 
lation and Josephus' writing. Further, the fact that it 
appears in Josephus in a different location may be an 
indication that it circulated as an oral tradition before 
it was finally incorporated into the text. Its close 
resemblance to Ex 38:8 is still a further indication that 
the text was not original. On the literary level, the 
differences between the Greek text and MT also point, as 
Barthdlemy has shown, to an addition on the part of proto-MT 


15 Schulz I, p. 46. 
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In this case, therefore, LXX witnesses to a more 
primitive state of the text, into which proto-MT has inserted 
a plus whose effect is to blacken still further the reputa¬ 
tion of Eli’s sons. 

1 Sam 4:2If. 


21 

MT: vna npt>n-5N vioo onNi> viod-^n oya!? Kipm 

nptn'o vioo inKnr : nir>Ni n*nn-!>N i d* n^Nn 

ovi^Kn liiK 

21 

holi enaXeoev to itaibapiov Ouai 3apxa3a>0, uicep xr\q 
WLpajxou xou 0eou wai uiceo xou icev0epou auxns won 
uirep xou avbpoq auxriQ. 22 nat euiav Aitawiaxai 6o£a 
IoparjX, ev to) Xnp<p0n^aL ^HP Kipoaxov Kupiou. 

21 

Hat enaXeoev ovopa xco rcaibapia) Ouat {Sap toixapnb 
uitep xr\q hi{3u)tou xou 0eou Hat uuep xou Ttev0epou 
auxn9 nat unep xou avbpoq auxns, oxt aite0avev. 

^nat etitev ArcajHioxai 6o£a auo IOTtanX 6i* oxt 
eXn<p0n n xijSooxoq xou 0eou. 

The LXX here lacks part of the etymological ex¬ 
planation for Ichabod’s name in v.21, whereas it is present, 
along with MT, in v.22. Houbigant noted that the Arabic 
here contained a truncated form of these two verses: "And 
she named the boy Jochabed, saying, ’Honor has disappeared 
from the sons of Israel’, because the ark of the covenant of 
the Lord was taken from them**, suggesting that the repetitious 
material was purposely omitted. His own solution was to 
omit (v.21) ^K*iw»n vino thus joining directly to 

o^n^Kn ■pox npbn !>n, which he attributed to the sacred 
writer and not to Phineas’ wife. Then he omits n«nNi n*»nn-5Ki 
as the reference to her father-in-law and husband does not 
really pertain to Israel’s lost glory, claiming that these 
words were added from v.19 by an inexpert scribe.^ A 
number of commentators have followed him in considering the 

17 

father-in-law and husband as not original in the text. 


LXX 8 : 

LXX Ant : 


16 Houbigant, p. 291- 

17 Peters, Ehrlich, Dhorme (1910), Schulz, BJ 1 . 
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Thenius suggested that v.22 was a marginal note 
which had found its way later into the text, while the ab¬ 
sence of the words in LXX v.21 was probably due to an ac- 
18 

cidental omission. Dhorme, who reads with MT, suggested 

that LXX deliberately omitted the words in v.21 so as not to 

1 9 

be in contradiction with v.22. Many, however, have simply 

read with MT, either with no comment or pointing out that the 

repetition of the etymology in v.22 served to emphasize the 

20 

importance of the loss of the ark. 

Houbigant pointed out the resemblance between 
vv. 19 and 21b here: 

1 9 

nw’Ki mnn nm viin npt>n-t>N 

nePNi vn« npt>n-5N 21b 

The similarity between these two clauses, plus the 
fact that, in its context, v.19 makes more sense with nm 
whereas appears to be an accommodation to its context 

in v.21, makes v.21b appear suspect as a mere repetition. 

That it was not accidental, but rather that the notice con¬ 
cerning the taking of the ark and (the death) of the father- 
in-law and husband was brought into v.21 on purpose seems 
indicated by the change of nm to The mss b h o c^ e 2 

add onie0Q£vev at the end of v.21 in an effort to harmonize 

21 

the text even further. If these words are a clumsy addition 
to v.21, however, it must have taken place early on in the 
history of the text, for they appear in all Greek mss as well. 
It is easy to see that an early editor, wanting to make the 
reasons for her grief in v.21 jibe with those of v.19, could 
have introduced the words into the text. 

18 Thenius 1 , p. 18, followed by Wellhausen, Klostermann, 
Budde, Nowack, Smith, Schulz, Dhorme (1956). 

19 Dhorme (1910), p. 50, although he omitted v.22 in 1956. 

20 Keil, Erdmann, Hummelauer, Driver, Kittel, Stoebe, 
Hertzberg, RSV, NEB, Bj3, TOB, Eli, BHS. 

21 Cf. also the addition of the entire sentence oticume loxai 
6o£a aico IopanX ev to) Xnu<p0r|vai xrjv kiPojtov Kuptou xai 
6ia to TeOvnxevai tov rcevOepov auTHS xai tov av6pa avrqq 
in cod A at the end of v.21. 
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As we have seen, a number of authors consider v.22 
as secondary, although here again, its presence in the entire 
Greek ms tradition assures us that, if it is an addition, it 
was an early one. It may be, however, that this verse was 
always part of the text, for, if v.21b is considered an early 
addition, the woman's words become simply mD nV* , 

which required explanation by the narrator. Thus, the two 
verses would originally have read, n And she called the baby 
Ichabod, saying, 'Glory has departed from Israel.' And she 
said, 'Glory has departed from Israel' because the ark of the 
God had been taken." At some later time, but before the 
translation of LXX, an editor, finding the woman's explana¬ 
tion not sufficiently in accord with v.19, and perhaps not 
sufficiently explicit, inserted the words from v.19. Then, 
still later, perhaps by the Greek translators themselves, the 
now repetitious text was ameliorated by removing a different 
set of words, namely those which had been part of the woman's 
original speech, thus producing the text found in LXX. This 
removal was not done very adroitly, however, for the impact 
of the etymology became lost in the Greek text when it was 
placed after the mention of the ark and of her relatives. 

Thus, Houbigant's intuition was basically correct, but he did 
not realize that o’nt>Nn vnu npt>n of v.21 was also part of 
the material added from v.19. 

In the overloaded text such as it appears in MT, 
and probably in LXX's Vorlage as well, the impact of v.22 was 
lost entirely by the inserted mention of the taking of the 
ark in v.21b. It was, therefore, no longer necessary for 
the narrator to begin his explanation with "and she said" at 
the beginning of v.22, and thus the Greek text, which contains 
encav in all mss except Abo ^2 e 2 J attributes this sentence 
to the women attending on Phineas' wife as she was dying 
(cf. v.20). No correction to nnnKm is necessary for this 
plural in the Greek which arose as a consequence of an earlier 
disturbance in the text. 

Thus a text which had been overloaded early on by 
the introduction of the mention of the ark and the father-in- 
law and husband of Phineas* wife from a previous verse 
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was "corrected" by LXX in order to avoid the repetition. 

It was done in such a way, however, that part of the original 
Hebrew text was removed, while most of the overloading 
addition was left in place in Greek. No correction of MT 
according to LXX is necessary here, although an early Hebrew 
text, which was common to proto-MT and LXX f s Vorlage shows 
evidence of material which had been added from v.19. 

1 Sam 17-18 


Chapter 17 and 18 of 1 Sam, recounting David f s 
slaying of Goliath and the beginning of the enmity between 
David and Saul, provide a complex of pluses and variants 
between the Hebrew and Greek texts, and within the Greek 
text tradition itself. Large blocks of material, 17:12-31, 
1 - 7 : 55 — 18 : 5 , 18 : 10-1 1 . 17-19. 29b-30, plus several verses or 
half-verses, 17:41.48.50, 18:6.12.21, are missing from cod B 
(and hence from GG), while pluses in the Greek text are found 
at 17:26.43. 

In its shorter text form, cod B is followed by a 

small number of mss (N a n v y b 2 ), whereas the majority 

follows cod A in containing the MT pluses. As for the other 

ancient versions, 0L V , Tg, Syr, Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion 

and Vg all follow the fuller MT. 

Although he later abandoned the position, Wellhausen 

led the way for others in claiming that the plus sections in 

MT were later additions to the text and that LXX witnesses 

to a more primitive form in which the story is told, undis- 

22 

turbed by the contradictions found in MT. Thenius, on 
the other hand, while maintaining that the author of chapters 
17 and 18 was different from that of chapter 16, and that it 
was a collector or editor who put the sections together "as 

well as he could", considered nevertheless that these pluses 

23 

in Mt were an integral part of the text. J 


22 Wellhausen, p. 104 f., followed by Klostermann, Smith, 
Peters, Nowack, Schulz, Stoebe, McCarter, NAB. 

23 Thenius 1 , p. 68. The originality of the longer MT is 
also accepted by Keil, Erdmann, Vercellone, Driver, Budde, 
Dhorme, Graetz, Kittel, RSV, NEB, BJ, Osty, BHS. 



79 


There are a number of manifest contradictions in the 
text within chapters 16-18. The largest plus in MT, 17:12-31, 
portrays David as a shepherd boy in Bethlehem who brought 
provisions to his brothers at the front, while in the section 
16:14-23 David is a "man of war" (16:18), Saul's armor bearer 
(16:21) and a soul-soothing musician (16:23) who had been 
summoned to Saul's court to provide remedial music against 
Saul's evil spirit. David, although already known to the 
reader from chapter 16, is re-introduced in 17:12 as the son 
of Jesse and, although he was Saul's musician and armor 
bearer, the latter must ask, in 17:55-58, whose son he is. 

In 18 :10f. , the episode of Saul throwing his spear at David 
is seemingly repeated in 19:9f., although it is in the first 
of these accounts that MT tells us, "But David evaded him 
twice." Finally, in 18:17-19, Saul promises to give his 
daughter Merab to David although in the verses immediately 
following, 20-21, it is Michal who is promised to him. It 
is this series of contradictions which led Wellhausen 
originally to consider the MT pluses as later additions. 

Regardless of which is the more original form, it 
seems clear, both from the manuscript evidence and from the 
nature of the Greek translation of these "plus" verses, that 
they were not a part of the original 0G. Wellhausen and 

Driver point out that 17:12-31, in cod A, is much closer 

24 

to MT than is the rest of the chapter. Several peculiar¬ 
ities of translation (17:23 o peooaio^ for o^nn while in 
17:4 it is translated bovaxoq; o cpiXioxiaioq for 
while the books of Samuel elsewhere regularly translate it 
as o aXXotpuXoq) show that the Greek translation extant for 
these pluses was made at a different time from the rest of 
OG. 25 

The question remains, however, as to the original 
form of these chapters, for the problem here is that one is 
caught between two text-critical principles — one must choose 


24 Wellhausen, p. 104; Driver, p. 140. 

25 Cf. Wellhausen, p. 104. 
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choose between the lectio difficilior , represented by MT 
with its numerous contradictions, and the lectio brevior , 
which is found in LXX. In the form in which these chapters 
appear in MT, it seems patently obvious that there is a com¬ 
bination or mixture of more than one tradition. The evidence 
of more than one tradition is present, however, in the LXX 
text as well, as Driver observed, for even in LXX a certain 
number of contradictions may be found. David, in I7:38ff., 
which is one of the parts common to MT and LXX, is portrayed 
as being unused to the soldier*s armor although in 16:18 he 
is called a ’’man of war”. Thus, even in LXX's more unified 
text, contradictions occur. 

Barthdlemy has based his defense of MT on the fact 
that it is precisely at those points in the text which are 
problematic that LXX registers a ’’minus” (e.g., 17:12 and 17: 

55), thus indicating an attempt at harmonization and coherence 

21 

in the narrative on the part of LXX. On the other hand, 
those who consider LXX’s text more original see MT’s pluses 
as interpolations, either from another separate and inde- 

p o 

pendent tradition about David, or from various pieces of 
information about him which, even though they never formed a 
unified narrative by themselves, gave additional details to 

the famous encounter with the Philistine giant and about 

29 

Saul’s subsequent animosity. Those who accept LXX as a 
unified narrative naturally see the MT pluses as coming from 
another tradition or traditions. It must be noted, however, 
that the whole of chapter 17, along with 18:1-5, in its 
longer MT form, may have constituted a single, unified ac- 


26 Driver, p. 150. 

27 Barthelemy, ”La qualite p. 20. 

28 Klostermann and Peters. 

29 Schulz, Stoebe. Cf. H.J. Stoebe, ’’Die Goliathperikope 
1 Sam XVII.1-XVIII.5, VT 6 (1956) 397-413. He calls 
the MT pluses ”freie Erweiterungen ebenso aus volkstiim- 
lichen wie aus theologischen Motiven” (p. 404). 
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count,and the break after v.31 in LXX may be, in fact, 
artificial. Several factors suggest this rather clearly. 

1 . At 17:1, the Philistines gather for battle against the 
Israelites. Up until this point, in chapter 16, the nar¬ 
ration has been concerned with the anointing of David, in 
16:1-13, and Saul's evil spirit, in 16:14-23, with no mention 
of war. It seems, therefore, that 17:1 begins a new episode 
which is entirely separate from what preceded. 

2. The re-introduction of David in 17:12 has the appearance 
of beginning a new section. In 17:1-11, however, David does 
not appear at all, and if the episode concerning Goliath 
begins in 17:1, then, within the context of this story, the 
presentation of David in 17:12 appears to be in its rightful 
place, after Goliath*s challenge has been made to the Israel¬ 
ites . 

The problematic v.12 may, however, not be in 
its original state in MT. Its opening clause, mi 

men n*nm on!? run ’max was rendered, in cod A, 

xai einev Aaueib uioq avOpauou EtppaOaiou outoq ex PnOXeep 
Iou6a xai ovopa auTou Ieaaai. Cod A alone contains eiuev, 
which appears as in mss c d f m s w x, and was omitted 
by the rest of the mss. Cod A's xai entev Aaueib may have 
been mistakenly introduced from v.32, where the OG narrative 
takes up again with these words, after v.11. While it is an 
additional sign that vv.12-31 were missing from OG, it sheds 
little light on the original reading for v.12.^ 1 

Driver suggested that nm was either "a late and 
unskilful insertion made with the view of identifying the 


30 Cf. Budde, KHAT, p. 121, who attributes 17:1-18:5 to "E". 
Dhorme follows suit, after pointing out several redac- 
tional verses (17:12—15-47-50.54). 

31 Dhorme (1956) saw this repetition as the occasion of a 
textual accident. "L'oeil du scribe a pass£ de la pre¬ 
miere a la seconde phrase, sautant ainsi toute une 
colonne du Vaticanus" (p. 870, note on 17:12), but xai 
eiitev Aauei6 can hardly have been original in v.12. 
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op 

*>m 2 N m*", Qr "an error for (cf. Syr: hw * ), 

although he goes on to say that no verb is required here. 

Konig suggested that it might have mistakenly entered here 

from an original run muri in the following line,^ while 

04 

Gesenius-Kautzsch called it a later addition. Budde 
pointed out that the Greek ouxoq here implies Kin, although 
both the Greek and Syr here may be attempts to make sense 
out of the problematic nrn. In 16:1, Jesse was already 
presented as a Bethlehemite, and in 17:58, David answers 
Saul that he is the son of Jesse the Bethlehemite. If the 
whole of chapter 17 was once independent from chapter 16, 
and if the original text (or oral tradition) of 17:12 pre¬ 
sented Jesse as an Ephrathite, the entire phrase on^ man nrn 
min* could be the sign of an early harmonization needed to 
join the two stories. This, however, does not indicate that 
17:12 begins a new narrative, but only that the harmonization 
was made at the point at which it was required, namely when 
David entered upon the scene. 

3. Another indication of the original unity of chapter 17 as 
it appears in MT is found in a comparison of the MT and LXX 
forms of 17:26 and 36. In MT, 17:26 reads 1 n mmi 

n<nn mom Tt>n *ne^sn-nN no* ikjn n©y>-nn mat* my omnyn 

□ monyn mn ntn tnyn *nt»t>£in m m t>yn, which 

cod A rendered as hou entev Aaueib itpoq xouq avbpaq xouq auv- 
eaxr]Hoxaq pex * auxou Xeyoov q rcoiriQnoe'tai xco av 6 pi oq av itax- 
a£ei tov aXXocpuXov exeivov xai acpeXei oveibiapov ano IapaqX. 
otl xiq aXXocpuXoq o arcep 1 xpmoq auxoq ou ujveibioev itapaxa^iv 
Qeou Cujvxoq; In MT v.36b we read inNO ntn tnyn miotmn mm 
o^m om^N nonyn tpn *0 orm, whereas in cod B v.36b we find 
koli eoxai o aXXocpuXoq o anepixpn^oQ ev xouxtov* ouxi nop- 
eucropai Kai xaxa£a) auxov, xai a<peXa) oquepov oveiboq e£ IapaqX; 
610 x 1 xiq o anepixpn^o? ouxo«q oq wveibiaev iiapaxa^iv Qeou 
£a)vxoq; Schulz maintained that v. 26 b was original and was 


32 Driver, p. 140. 

33 Lehrgebaiide . Syntax, 334d. 

34 Gesenius-Kautzsch, 126x. 

35 Budde, KHAT, p. 124. 
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then inserted into LXX v.36b. Thenius, Dhorme, Budde, 

Peters and McCarter maintain the originality of the LXX form 
of v.36, that it was (in part) inserted into v.26, and then 
that the LXX plus of v .36 was lost from MT through an accident 
due to homeoteleuton at run ^nyn.^” Wellhausen claimed that 
v.36b in LXX "bore the mark of a targum."^® 

If the LXX form of v.36b is original, and if vv. 
12-31 were inserted at a later date, v .36 must have served 
as the inspiration for v.26. The clause in LXX v .36 ouxi 
itopeuoopai xai Ttaxa£a) auxov, wai a<pe\a) onpepov ovsi6oq e£ 
IapapX; 610 x 1 xiq o ontepixpnxoQ ouxoq appears, however, to 
be an insertion from v.26, added to v.36b by LXX or its 
Vorlage in order to maintain this motivation on David*s 
part for avenging the insult to the Israelites. No apparent 
reason may be adduced to show that MT*s shorter form in v .36 
is not original. If such was the case, then it is difficult 
to maintain that the earliest Greek text had no knowledge of 
vv.11-31 . 

4. At 17:16 it is said simply that "for forty days the 
Philistine came forward and took his stand, morning and 
evening," and later, in 17:23, we are told that he came and 
"spoke the same words as before." Both of these imply that 
Goliath had already set forth his challenge, which we find 
in 17:8-10, while there is nothing in the section 17:12-31 
which indicates what Goliath*s challenge was. 

5. At 17:55.58, after David has slain Goliath, Saul must 
ask whose son he is. This is obviously in contradiction to 
16:14-23 but, within chapter 17 itself it is never stated 
until this point that Saul knows who David is. On the con¬ 
trary, these final verses of chapter 17 seem to constitute 


36 Schulz I, p. 268. 

37 If this had been the case, however, one must, as Budde 
suggests (KHAT, p. 128), posit the later restoration of 
onn thno. If these words could have been added, however, 
it is surprising that the whole passage was not restored. 

38 Wellhausen, p. 106. 
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the point of the whole chapter — the identification of the 
giant-killer as David, son of Jesse, whereas the story of 
David as musician and armor-bearer to Saul, left off in 16:23, 
does not resume until later in chapter 18. 

6. Finally, in 1 Sam 20:8 (which is common to both MT and 
LXX, David refers to the covenant between himself and Jonathan. 
This appears to be a resonance of the covenant made by them 
in 18:3» even though this pericope is missing from OG. 

The conclusion seems to be, therefore, that 17:1- 
18:5 form an original unity, and that they existed as a part 
of the text at least prior to the time of the LXX translation. 
There is nothing within these verses themselves that is con¬ 
tradictory. When later editors began removing material which 
was problematic, it must be noted that for 17:12-31 and 17:55- 
18:5 the "offensive” material contradicted information found 
in chapter 16 or in chapter 18 after v.5. In performing its 
harmonizing surgery, LXX has ended up with fragments of dif¬ 
ferent sources which were not originally intended to go 
together. 

It should not be overlooked that in its longer 
form the MT is a conglomerate of at least two different 
Davidic traditions: one, 17:1-18:5, which recounts the 
heroic story of the shepherd boy, son of Jesse of Bethlehem, 
who responded to the Philistine giant's challenge, saved the 
day for the Israelites, and wound up the best friend of the 
king's son and as head of the army; the other, apparently 
carved up to fit around the hero story, includes at least 
16:14:23 and 18:(6)7—16. In this tradition, David, whose 
shepherd origins are present but not emphasized (16:19), 
becomes the king's musician, his armor-bearer, and finally a 
great warrior whose skill in battle eventually surpasses 
that of the king himself and thus creates deep jealousy and 
hatred on the king's part. 

At 18:6, when the victorious Israelites return home 
from battle, MT begins o*ne>!>fl-nN mono in mem ONim *><v> i, 
which is absent from OG. In the same verse, when the women 
come out to greet the heroes, MT reads “|!>nn !nNei nN*ip^, 
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while the Greek has eiq ouvavxnoiv Aaueib (only mss b g o C2 63 
read aitavxnoiv laouX tod BaoiXewO- From 18:6b on, 
including the song of the women in 18:7 ("Saul has slain his 
thousands and David his ten thousands"), absolutely no 
mention is made of David's heroic slaying of Goliath, which 
hardly seems normal if the deed was so famous and extraor¬ 
dinary. This would seem to indicate that 18:6b takes up 
again the previous tradition of David, left off in 16:23. 

MT 18:6a shows that text's transition between these two 
traditions which OG had omitted,. OG forms its own transition 
by modifying Saul to David as the person to whom the women 
come to sing their song. 

Josephus seems to have known both the MT and the 
LXX forms of these chapters. Agreeing with MT, he presents 
Goliath's challenge as repeated for forty days ( Ant VI, 174; 
cf. 17:16), and appears to try to harmonize the contradictions 
between 16:14.23 abd 17:12ff, by writing, "Now, on the out¬ 
break of the war between the Hebrews and the Philistines, 

Saul had sent David away to his father Jesse, being content 
with the latter's three sons.. At Arrt VI, 18 3, he 

records David's desire to repair the reproach made to God 
(17:36) without including the LXX plus here. On the other 
hand, with regard to Goliath's height, in 17:4, Josephus 
follows LXX's four cubits rather than MT'S six ( Ant VI, 171), 
and in David's response to Goliath in 17:43 he follows LXX's 
plus almost literally (ouxi toioutov aXXot wai xuvoq 

[ Ant VI, 186], for LXX noti eiicev Aaueib, Ouxi aXX' n 
xuvoq). 

Although no fragments of these chapters have been 
found in any of the texts of Qumran Cave IV, a tiny fragment 
of 1 Sam 18:17-18 was discovered in Cave I,^° thus confirming 


39 Ant. VI, 175. 

40 D. Barthelemy ana J.T. Milik, Discoveries in the Judaean 
Desert 1 : Qumran Cave I (Oxford"; 1955 ) , p7 64 , identify 
the following fragment as being from 1 Sam 18:17-18: 
m]nnbn on[t>n>]17 

[ j b 1K«7 C ] 18 ^ 
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the presence of at least this part of the MT plus at Qumran. 

With regard to the further pluses of MT at 18:10 f., 
18:17-19 and l8:29b-30, if one accepts the conglomerate nature 
of the apparently older MT, these pluses may be seen as being 
of a piece with the rest of MT, which LXX eliminated in its 
desire to unify the text. 

Thus, the fact that 17:1-18:5 may be shown to form 
an originally unified text, along with resonances of material 
found within the MT plus section elsewhere in places common 
to MT and LXX (David’s covenant with Jonathan in 18:3 and 
20:8), plus the fact that LXX seems suspiciously to break off 
precisely in those places which appear to cause difficulty, 
make it seem far more likely that the longer MT form of 
chapters 17-18 presents the earlier text, which was abbre¬ 
viated by LXX. What was originally a conglomerate of two 
or more independent traditions concerning David’s youth and 
early association with Saul was amputated by LXX in order to 
present one more or less unified story. It was cut up in 
such a way, however, that the particulars of the once-separate 
traditions were not respected, as their concatenation in the 
primitive text was seen by the LXX editors, looking at a 
coherent flow of narrative, simply as a series of contradic¬ 
tions which had to be rectified. 


1 Sam 23:23 


MT: iim-iw •>*?* omen oe> mnn’ new o’mnnn ion iy*n inti 

min’ ’oiw ion iiin ’neom mm men -dm n’m onn* ’nn^ni 

B 

LXX : Koti ibexe xai yvajxe, Koti Ttopeuoope0a pe0 * upu)v‘ xai 

eoxai ei eouv eiti xns e£epeuvno<*) auxov ev 

uaoaiQ x^Xiaoiv Iouba. 


Ant 

LXX : holi ibexe xai yvajxe ex itavxajv xojv xoicwv oitou auxoq 

xpuitxexai ewet, xai eitiaxpe4>axe icpoq pe eiq exoipov, 
xai itopeooopai pe0 ’ upaiv, xai eoxai ei eoxiv eiti 
xr\q ynq, e£epeuvnow otuxov ev itaaaiq x^Xiaoiv Iouba. 


As David is hiding from Saul, the latter engages 
the Ziphites to search out his hiding place among them. The 
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MT contains a plus here in which Saul gives specific instruc¬ 
tions to find his hiding places and to report back to him. 

The plus is absent from cod B (OG), but appears in the hex- 

ii i 

aplaric and Ant texts. OL follows cod B in lacking the 
plus. 

Only a small number of authors have followed Well- 
hausen in considering this MT plus as not part of the original 
text. He rejected the possibility that it might be either an 

accidental or a deliberate omission on OG's part, and notes 

42 

that it is in no way necessary for the Hebrew narrative, 

4 3 

while Klostermann called it an explicatory variant to v.22a. 

Budde, in SBOT, struck it out as "a gloss on iy*n inti," 

although he re-admitted it as original in KHAT, claiming 

that LXX deliberately omitted to relieve an "overloaded 
44 

text." Finally, McCarter suggests that "it may be an old 
variant of v.22a," and prefers the LXX B reading. 2 *^ The 

vast majority of authors, however, either has no comment 

46 

on the MT plus or prefers MT as original. 

There is no apparent reason here why the words 
would have fallen out accidentally from the text. It is 
true that there is a certain similarity between vv.23 and 22, 
where Saul begins his instructions to the Ziphites by telling 
them "Know and see the place where his foot is", inti lyii 
mnn mipn-nN but, aside from i«*n, where the 

order is changed, none of the vocabulary is repeated in v.23« 

Dhorme points out that "the redundancy of the expression makes 

47 

the adventure which follows more lively." 


41 In mss A c x and b e j(mg) m(mg) o w c 2 e 2 . 

42 Wellhausen, p. 129, followed by Nowack. 

43 Klostermann, p. 103, followed by Smith and Schulz. 

44 Budde, SBOT, p. 70; KHAT, p. 159. 

45 McCarter, p. 378. 

46 Thus Thenius, Keil, Erdmann, Graetz, Hummelauer, Driver, 
Peters, Budde (KHAT), Dhorme, Ehrlich, Kittel, Hertzberg, 
RSV, NEB, NAB, BJ, Osty, TOB, Eu, BHS, HOTTP. 

47 Dhorme, p. 212. 
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We have already seen in 1 Sam 4:21 f. that LXX 
has sought to lighten an apparently overloaded text, and 
here again in 23:23 the same kind of activity appears to 
have been at work. 


1 Sam 30:7 


*tdnh K}-7\v>*7\ inon in •’in-bn in infoi 

*TQNn-nN 

Hal emev Aaueib upoq ApiaOap tov lepea uiov Axei- 
peXex, npooa7a7e to ecpoub. 

xai emev Aaueib upoq A( 3 ia 0 ap tov lepea uiov Axi- 
peXex, upooa7a7e to ecpoub. xai TLpoor\yaye\) ApiaQap 
to ecpoub upoq Aaueib. 

When David asks Abiathar for the ephod , LXX in all 
mss except A b c o x c^ ^ acks the statement that "Abiathar 
brought the ephod to David." Enough of the verse is present 
in 0L V to insure that this text contained the plus as well. 1 *^ 
Vg, Tg and Syr read the longer text along with MT. 

In this case, McCarter stands alone in attributing 

4Q 

the plus to an insertion on MT f s part, y whereas all others, 
and all modern translations, include it as part of the 

SO 

authentic text. Most have no comment on the minus in LXX, 

although Dhorme and Stoebe attribute the loss to homeotel- 
51 

euton. Strictly speaking, this would not account for the 
loss of *n*r-t>N, however, and the 0G absence may simply be 
attributed to carelessness on the part of a scribe. 

It must be noted that xa- is also absent from 

S2 

Ant texts which otherwise carry the longer MT. 


MT: 


LXX 8 : 


LXX 


Ant. 
Acx * 


48 Adduc ephod . Et adduxit . 

49 McCarter, p. 431. 

50 Thenius, Wellhausen, Keil, Erdmann, Hummelauer, Kloster- 
mann, Graetz, Budde (SBOT), Nowack, Smith, Driver, Ehrlich, 
Hertzberg. 

51 Dhorme (1910), p. 250. Stoebe suggests a textual accident 
here as a possibility ("Fortfall durch Homoeotel?" [p-506]). 

52 Aquila and Symmachus seem to been more careful in following 
the Hebrew text. In ms j: a* o 1 othoov itpoq pe Tqv 
eTtajpiba; a 1 itpoae^ioov 6q poi to enevcpupa. In ms z: 
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Since both *>t> and *n*T“i>N are unaccountably 

absent from the Greek, it may be possible that the original 
Greek text had eliminated these phrases, along with the 
statement that "Abiathar brought the ephod", on purpose, 
reasoning that, if the ephod was worn by the high priest, 
it would have been unseemly for David to wear it himself. 

As LXX now stands, the text says only that David asked for 
the ephod to be brought, and not that it was brought _to him 
At 1 Sam 25:9, in a similar situation in which the oracle 
is consulted, MT and LXX agree on a shorter text in which it 
is reported *n3Nn nenAn iron inKM. The result of 

LXX*s shortening in 30:7 is that this text is brought into 
conformity with 23:9. 

Thus, it is not clear of this MT plus was elim¬ 
inated on purpose by OG or if it fell out of the text 
accidentally. In any event, MT*s longer text is to be 
preferred here as more original. 

Conclusions 


In these cases in which a non-haplogenic plus is 
found in MT, only at 1 Sam 2:22 is there evidence that proto- 
MT has inserted additional material. The report there of the 
sin of Eli*s sons is not referred to elsewhere, and appears 
to be extraneous to the more primitive form of the narrative 
which concentrates exclusively on their misbehavior with 
regard to the sacrifices. Unlike the pluses we found in 
LXX in Section 1.1, this proto-MT addition stands out imme¬ 
diately as "foreign matter", and indicates no attempt 
whatsoever to harmonize or smooth out the narrative. 

In all the other cases, LXX has sought to lighten 
what it considered to be an overloaded, redundant or con¬ 
tradictory text. At 1 Sam 4:21 f., the pre-MT appears to 
have in fact been overloaded with material from v.19. The 


a 1 syy ioov pot xr^v eiccopiba. McCarter, although he fol¬ 
lows the shorter text of cod B, includes in his 

translation: "’Bring me the ephod!*" (p. 429). 
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LXX form, however, suggests that this process had already 
taken place at a stage earlier than the Greek translation, 
and LXX's attempt at lightening the text removed original 
material but left an overloading addition in place. 

For the complex of pluses in chapters 17 and 18, I 
have tried to show that MT represents an early conglomerate 
of disperate traditions. The section 17:1-18:5 once formed 
a unit in itself which must have pre-dated LXX's attempt 
to remove the contradictions between it and the surrounding 
material in chapters 16 and 18:6 ff. 

At 1 Sam 23:23, MT's fuller text, with its ap¬ 
parent redundancy from v.22, was shortened by LXX to pro¬ 
vide a lighter text. And finally, at 1 Sam 30:7, LXX may 
either have suffered an accidental loss, or it purposely 
eliminated what it found to be not in conformity with 1 Sam 
23:9 and with its conception of the use of the ephod . 

In each of these cases, apart from 1 Sam 2:22, 

LXX shows us an edition which was not afraid to eliminate 
passages which it saw as somehow disturbing the over-all 
narrative, while MT presents a more original, even if 
occasionally problematic, text. 
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1.3 Pluses and minuses of 4QSam a in relation to MT 

In this section we will examine those cases in 
which 4QSam a presents a plus or minus in relation to MT 
where LXX does not agree with 4QSam a . 

1 Sam 10:27-11 :1 


2 7 

MT: nn^n 1ixiin-xtn ,it iinx by>bi ’Ail 

in’i mnyn emi t^y’i 1 2 uninno ’n*>i 

B 27 

LXX : 'xai uioi Xoipoi emav Tiq awaei ouxoq; xai 

nxipnoav auxov, hou oux rjveyxav auxu) 6copa. Ixai 
eyevr)0n wq pexa \ir\voL xai avepn Naaq o Appaveixns 
xai napepPaXXei em Ia(3eiq raXaab... 

LXX^ n ^: ^7 Kai 0L UL0L Xotpoi euov Tiq awoei nM^q ; ouxoqj 
nan nxipwaav auxov, xai oux nveyxav auxa) bcopa. xai 
eyevnQv ooq xuxpeuwv. Ixai e^evexo pexa pn^a npep^v, 
xai ave^n Naaq o Appavixns xai rcapevepaXev etti 
lapiq faXaab... 

4QSam a : 1 vacat nn^n "\b ik*o.i ki!m iniTiC’i it] .5 

loiNi ’ao nxi i a ’ao nx yn b xin liny ’Ai it?n .6 

t b')]z on!? ipai nprno 

tz>’x ix«a xi!> i t? k “l e; [ *> J by [inai nn]’x inAi v>n’ *p [y I .7 

[iijyo t?x iur> iaoo 

!no nn[y] ’ao [i!?n w]m i!> ip[:» xi]!? i [tyx Aii’n'J .8 
inn ino in’i w’x o*>o!?x nyoiy pi v>n’ v»y 

ino nnx’i iyt?A [ *> ] bn ixi’i -pay ’a 5 [’Aon ioa] .9 
[iy!?A] by in’i ’Ainyn woa by> i 

[ vac] at yjjnq !>x wo’ ’wax 
wnA o[n’]$[x inx’i noyAi n’ii i ^ j tJ [mo ’Ainyn] .10 

[nib m]ox [nxTi ’Ainyn] 


1 F. M. Cross, "The Ammonite Oppression of the Tribes of 
Gad and Reuben: Missing Verses from 1 Samuel 11 Found 
in 4QSamuel a ," in HGTS, p. 107. 

2 This iwx is not found in Cross's reconstruction but has 
been added by D. Barthelemy (private communication). 
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A plus of approximately three and a half lines 
in the text of 4QSam a at 10:27-11:1 tells of Nahash the 
Ammonite’s treatment of the Gadites and Reubenites: he gouged 
out the right eyes of all but seven thousand who managed to 
escape to Jabesh-Gilead. At this point the text continues 
in agreement with MT, with the exception of the final clause 
of the 4Q plus, errn ino which agrees with LXX xou 

e'yevnQn ooq pexa \Ar\va against MT emnno *n*i. The plus of 4Q 
is not found in the Greek text, although Josephus contains a 
large part of it. In Josephus’ account, however, Mnvt 
6’uoTepov begins the section containing the plus rather than 
ending it as in 4Q. 

Already before the plus of 4Q was known, an over¬ 
whelming majority of authors emended the Hebrew text of this 

4 

verse to agree with LXX: ennno *n*i. Keil, however, ap¬ 
pealed to the parallel construction of the Hebrew syntax 
here in v.26a with v.26b; noK v.27a with 

v.27b) in order to defend the MT reading.^ Buber claimed 
that the verb may be understood to mean not only ”be silent", 
but also "be impassive, immovable" (cf. Ex 14:14; 2 Sam 19:11), 
and that umnno means "as one who after an organic infirmity 
can neither hear nor respond." He would translate it accord¬ 
ingly as "as a deaf mute." 6 Stoebe points out that Saul’s 
silence here is an expression of his trust in God,^ in his 
knowledge of God’s choice of him as king. 


3 Josephus, Ant . VI, 68-71. 

4 Ewald, Thenius, Wellhausen, Lohr, Graetz, Driver, Smith, 
Budde, Nowack, Dhorme, Schulz, Ehrlich, Kittel, NEB, BJ, 
Osty. 

5 Keil, p. 81. Cf. also Erdmann and Rehm. 

6 M. Buber, "Die Erzahlung von Sauls Konigswahl," VT 6 
(1956), p. 146. He notes there Lagarde’s translation 
as "tongue-tied". Hertzberg has followed Buber in 
reading with MT here. 

7 Stoebe, p. 219. 
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With the discovery of the large plus in 4Q, Cross 
maintains that 4Q preserves the original full reading which 
both clears up the disputed words between 10:27 and 11:1, 
and gives a more satisfactory explanation of Nahash's be- 

i O 

havior with the people of Jabesh-Gilead. He attributes 
the lack of mention of the seven thousand refugees in 
Josephus* text as well as his placing the month f s time lapse 
at the beginning of his account, to a vertical dittography 
in his Vorlage which would have written moo *»ivn errone¬ 
ously at the beginning of the first paragraph of this ac¬ 
count as well as in its rightful place as in 4Q. Then a 

haplography due to homeoteleuton took place, causing the 

q 

loss of a paragraph. 

Cross bases his preference for the originality of 
4Q here on six factors. First, the expression U3 emj 

liny in 4Q is a more satisfactory way of presenting a king 
for the first time than MT's *>:nnyniym (11:1), which would 
be the only case in Sam-Kgs where the invariable pattern 
had not been used. 10 

Second, the sentence idint fxx nNi ix fxi n* 
r»pTn^ constitutes a "Deuteronomistic cliche", which may 
point to the paragraphs authenticity, although Cross admits 
that such cliches are easily imitated. 11 

Third, the seven thousand who escaped, a round 

12 

number, is appropriate to the style of such a narrative. 

Fourth, the episode in the 4Q plus "also presumes 
the traditional conflict between Ammon and the Isrealite 
inhabitants of Transjordan," although the account in Judg 
10:6-11:40 is different and has few verbal contacts with the 
plus here. Nor is there any sign of direct dependence on 
Judg 21 :1-25- 13 


8 

Cross, 

"The Ammonite Oppression 

9 

Cross, 

pp. 110 

f . 

1 0 

Cross, 

p. 111. 


11 

Cross, 

p. 112. 


12 

Cross, 

p. 112. 


13 

Cross, 

pp. 112 

f . 


II 


p. 115. 
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Fifth, the phrase win ino *mi is an archaic ex¬ 
pression which makes sense in the context, whereas the reading 
in MT here is "awkward and troublesome". 11 * Gen 38:24 
presents a similar archaism in o*>enn (Samaritan 

Pentateuch: o^in ’mi). The temporal phrase in 1 Sam 

here makes perfect sense in providing the transition between 
the escape of the seven thousand and the expedition of Nahash 

1 c 

against Jabesh-Gilead, which had provided them sanctuary. J 
Finally, since he finds no "haggadic" element in 
the plus which would suggest that it was a later addition, 
but rather a text which gives "flat historical facts”, Cross 
claims that there is no reason for not accepting the text as 
genuine. 1 ^ He concludes that the plus provides a necessary 
historical reason for explaining Nahash's sudden, harsh 
treatment of the inhabitants of Jabesh-Gilead, as they had 
only a month earlier provided refuge for the seven thousand 

who had escaped from his campaign against the Gadites and 
17 

Reubenites. ' 

Cross does not discuss in his article why this text 

is not found in MT or LXX, but Ulrich claims that it is 

plausible that it was originally found in OG, and that this 

is an example of an excision from the Greek text based on 

18 

its absence from MT. He does not say, however, how the 
plus came to be lacking in MT. McCarter writes that "the 
omission [from MT and LXX] apparently was not haplographic — 
there seems to be nothing in the text to have triggered it. 

1 Q 

A scribe simply skipped an entire paragraph of his text." 


14 Noting that early Hebrew orthography would have written 

ennno. Cross finds an indication of the archaic expression 
in Ugaritic, where "km is often written with its following 
noun, without the word divider" (pp. 113 and 118 , note 18). 


15 

Cross, 

P- 

113. 

16 

Cross, 

P- 

114. 

17 

Cross, 

P- 

115. 

18 

Ulrich, 

, QTSJ, p. 169 

19 

McCarter, 

p. 199. 
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Barth^lemy has recently opposed the acceptance of 
20 

this 4Q plus as original. He points out, first of all, 
that the historical explanation given in the plus which 
describes Nahash's behavior toward the people of Gad and 
Reuben, while. It makes sense according to the perspectives 
of the Deuteronomistic historian, could just as easily in¬ 
dicate a gloss which attempted to explain Nahash's abrupt 
assault on Jabesh-Gilead. At the same time, since Tov has 

shown that the later redaction of Jeremia is characterized 

2 1 

by Deuteronomistic additions, and since it is admitted 
that there were several layers of redaction in the Deutero¬ 
nomistic history, it is possible that this plus of 4Q could 
attest to a final redactional development which was unknown 
to MT or to LXX. Barth£lemy points out that the fact that 
the plus seems to have been inserted in a slightly different 
place in 4Q and in Josephus (in relation to unn ino ^nM) 

is an indication of its being a later and as yet unstabilized 
22 

addition. 

As far as the choice between w •> inno/unn ms is con¬ 
cerned, Barth^lemy prefers the MT reading here. He criticizes 
Cross* appeal to the archaic form of the Ugaritic km, noting 
that there is only one case in which it precedes a noun 
(contrary to Cross* note that it is "often written with its 
following noun without the word divider.'* - ) ), and in that 

text the scribe seems to have left out the word divider in 

24 

several other places as well. With regard to the similar 


20 Barth^lemy, CTAT. 

21 Cf. E. Tov, *'L' incidence de la critique textuelle sur la 
critique litt^raire dans le livre de J£r€mie," RB 79 
(1972), pp. 196 f. 

22 Note that the same phenomenon occurs with regard to the 
Song of Hannah in 1 Sam 2:1-10, where it appears to have 
been inserted in a slightly different place in the MT, 
LXX and 4Q traditions. 

23 Cross, p. 118, note 18. 

24 C. H. Gordon, Ugaritic Manual , II: Texts in Transliter¬ 
ation (Rome, 1955) , text 51. 
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archaism of Gen 38:24, Barthelemy points out that it is the 
only example of a masculine noun modified by a number from 
three to ten which is also masculine. Further, it is one 
of the very rare cases in which the dagesh forte of the 
assimilated in has disappeared before a normal letter vocal¬ 
ized with shewa . Thus all the ancient grammarians consider 
vbwn as a substantive of the type 5yan He concludes that 

the normal expression for OG's Vorlage at 10:27 should be 

«nno >,vn. Smith, having noted the same objection, pro- 

27 

posed an original unn mo, as, in fact, appears at 4Q, but 

this was objected to by Budde on the grounds that such an 

28 

expression would not appear in prose. 

In favor of the MT reading Barthelemy notes, first 
of all, Keil's appeal to the syntactic symmetry noted above. 
Further, the expression -D «v>n before a participle or agent 

2Q 

noun ordinarily indicates "to behave like". Thirdly, the 

hiphil of «nn usually has the meaning "to control oneself", 

80 

"to impose silence on onself," J which goes well in the context 
of 10:27. Fourthly, this desire on Saul's part not to react 
to an insult occurs again in 11:13, where Saul refuses to put 
anyone to death for having opposed his kingship. Finally, 
the principal argument in favor of MT is the abruptness of 
the passage from 10:27 to 11:1. While LXX has a tendency to 
eliminate the signs of division of literary heterogeneousness, 

3 1 

MT tends to maintain them intact. 

It is surprising that such a long and striking 
section should have disappeared completely from view in both 
MT and LXX. If the plus is genuine, it does provide, as 


25 Barthelemy cites Abulwalid, Ibn Ezra, Radak, Japheth ben- 
Ali and Rashi. 

26 Cf. 1 Sam 25:38. 

27 Smith, p. 77. 

28 Budde (KHAT), p. 73- 

29 "Se comporter en...". He cites Ex 22:24; Hos 5:10; Job 24 
14. 

30 2 Sam 13:20; 2 Kgs 18:36 (=Isa 36:21); Isa 42:14; Jer 4:19 
Pss 32:3; 50:21; Prv 11:12; 17:28. 

31 Wellhausen f Die Composition des Hexateuchs , p. 124) uses 
this same argumentation for Josh 8:13. 
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Cross pointed out, a logical introduction to the story of the 
threat to Jabesh-Gilead. On the other hand, however, the 
Ammonites* motives in threatening the city may not necessar¬ 
ily have to be a part of the narrative since the whole episode, 
far from being central to the story, serves as the occasion 
for Saul to confirm his leadership after having been desig¬ 
nated king in 10:20-24, and before the official recognition 
of his kingship by the people at Gilgal in 11:14 f. As such, 
the narrative originally may not have been interested in 
giving the historical background to the incident. 

Within the plus, the designation fa and 
iniNn seems curiously anachronistic. Elsewhere in Samuel 
the names of the twelve tribes, preceded by occur only 
with ■no (1 Sam 22:7; 2 Sam 2:25; 4:2; 23:29), and once 

with ,vnn»->ja (2 Sam 1: 18 ). Even the use of ■na is 

fairly infrequent in Sam.^ That **the sons of Gad" and "the 
sons of Reuben" should crop up all of a sudden, and only in 
a disputed passage whose language is archaic (or designed 
on purpose to seem so) may be an indication that it does not 
belong with the rest of the narrative. 

As far as the presence of the plus in Josephus is 
concerned, Cross* explanation of a vertical, anticipatory 
dittography and then an accident through homeoteleuton in 
Josephus * Vorlage , in addition to being extremely complicated, 
does not explain Josephus* form if one presumes the 4Q text 
to contain the original form. Josephus contains the month’s 
interval (although in a different place than in 4Q), the Jews 
who had settled beyond the Jordan (= the sons of Gad and of 
Reuben, although he does not mention them by name), and the 
gouging out of their right eyes by Nahash the king of the 
Ammonites. He does not mention the seven thousand escapees, 
and so, in Josephus* account, the refuge provided by the in¬ 
habitants of Jabesh-Gilead does not constitute the motive 
for Nahash’s attack on them. Further, it is impossible to 
see how a textual accident such as Cross describes for 


32 1 Sam 2:28; 7:4.6.7.8; 10:1 8 ; 11:8; 14:8; 15:6; 17:53; 

2 Sam 7:6.7; 21:2 (ter). 
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Josephus 1 Vorlage could have separated the seven thousand 
from the rest of the account. If, as he says, enn idd 
had been erroneously inserted at the beginning of the para¬ 
graph and then the haplography occurred, the resultant text 
would resemble that of LXX, not that of Josephus. 

The text of 4QSam a contains a plus of a complete 
line at 1 Sam 11:9-10, only a few lines beyond our text 
here. Although its contents are irretrievable, given the 
state of the fragment, it is clear that the plus in 11:9-10 

o o a 

is found neither in MT nor in LXX. D 4QSam seems clearly 
to witness to a textual tradition with expansionist tendencies 
and, considering the total absence of the plus of 10:27-11:1 
in MT and LXX, plus the lectio difficilior which MT contains 
with nno *>mi, it seems much more likely that 4Q has an 
expanded text here as well, part of whose tradition was 
shared by Josephus, and a smaller part of which was known to 
LXX, as far as the agreement on unn mo is concerned. Thus, 
the shorter and more difficult MT seems preferable here. 


2 Sam 5:4 f. 


MT: *i!?n vnnnn 5 *i!>n me; tnymN vn me; o^e^ef-m 4 

me; e;!>en o’ej^e; *i!>n o^enmm cnenn nwun nme; yne; nmm 

minn 

B 4 

LXX : uioq xpiaxovxa exoav Aaueib ev xoa paoiXeuoai auxov, 

xai xeoaepaxovxa exn ePaoiXeuoev* 5 eitTa exn H ai e£ 
pnvaq ePaoLXeuaev ev Xeppoav eiti xov Iouba, xa i xpia¬ 
xovxa xpia exn epaoiXeuoev em navxa IopanX xai 
Ioubav ev IepouoaXnp. 

An t * 4 

LXX * xpiaxovxa exoav r\v Aauib ev xoa PaoiXeueiv auxov, 

xai xeaoapaxovxa exn ePaaiXeuaev. b xai e0aaiXeuoev 
ev XePpoav eiti Ioubav exn eitTa xai pnvaq e£, xai ev 
IepouoaXnp epaoiXeuoev xpiaxovxa 6uo exn xai pnvaq 
e£ eiti itavxa IopanX xai Ioubav. 

The notice of the length of David's reign, which 

b 34 

occurs here in MT and in all Greek mss, is absent from OL , J 


33 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 133. 

34 0L b = J. Belsheim, Palimpsestus Vindobonensis (Christiania, 
1855), cited in Brooke-McLean. 



99 


a 35 

Josephus, 1 Chr and 4QSam . While many commentators make 
no mention of these two verses,^ Klostermann claimed that 
they were of later origin and were inserted here according 
to the plan of the books of Kings. Budde placed them 
after 2 Sam 8:14, along with 3:2-5 and 5:13:16, 38 but this 
was objected to by Smith who, while he considered them a 

later addition, states that their proper place is nevertheless 

39 

at the beginning of David*s reign over Israel in 2 Sam 5. 

Hertzberg points out that "the placing of such a 

note at this point underlines the recognition of the histor- 

40 

ical significance of the moment,'* although he notes that 
the mention of Jerusalem shows that it did not originally 
belong here. Thenius had claimed that the absence of these 
verses from 1 Chr was due to a textual accident. 1 * 1 

Barth^lemy upholds the originality of these two 
verses, noting however that their absence from 0L is a sure 
sign that they were absent from the genuine 0G as well, 
having been omitted out of the latter's desire for a more 
coherent and less problematic text. In the same way 4QSam a 
has omitted this information which is, in part, found else¬ 
where (cf. 2 Sam 2:11 and 1 Kgs 2:11), and which in MT for 

5:5 does not add up correctly, forty years total reign being 

42 

the sum of seven and a half plus thirty-three. 

Ulrich, on the other hand, maintains that, in 
addition to the original 0G, 4Q, and Chr, the old Hebrew 
tradition lacked the plus as well. Then "the gloss was 
inserted into the M tradition and was subsequently reflected 
by T P and an early reviser of G. All subsequent G mss 


35 Ulrich, QTSJ, pp. 60-62. 

36 Keil, Erdmann, Wellhausen, Hummelauer, Driver, Ehrlich, 
Schulz. 

37 Klostermann, p. 146. 

38 Budde (SBOT). Cf. also Nowack. 

39 Smith, p. 287, followed by Dhorme. 

40 Hertzberg, p. 267. 

41 Thenius 2 , p. 160 . 

42 Barth^lemy, "La quality...," pp. 17 f. 
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included this gloss the same way they included the early 
doublets and other revisions which are universally attested.” 

As Barth^lemy and Ulrich have both suggested, it 
seems most probable indeed that this plus was lacking in the 
original OG. Its absence from OL is hardly accountable for 
otherwise. The fact of its absence from Chr may, however, not 
necessarily be a sign that it was lacking in early Hebrew 
tradition. In 1 Chr 11, vv.1-9 follow 2 Sam 5:1-3-6-10. At 

1 Chr 11:10-41, the list of David’s chiefs which corresponds 
to 2 Sam 23:8-39 is inserted. Then at 1 Chr 13 the order of 

2 Sam is resumed with the story of the entry of the ark into 
Jerusalem. Thus Chr has rearranged, edited and omitted 
material from Sam to fit its own needs and outlook. The 
notice of the length of David’s reign occurs in 1 Chr 29:27, 
which corresponds to 1 Kgs 2:11, at the moment of David’s 
death. Chr has preferred to put off the reckoning of the 
years of David’s reign until it is finished, which is, in 
fact, a more logical place than in Sam. In both 1 Kgs 2:11 
and 1 Chr 29:27, the arithmetic comes out just right — 
seven years in Hebron and thirty-three in Jerusalem for a 
total of forty years. In 2 Sam 5:5, an extra six months 

is registered in the reign at Hebron, exactly the kind of 
precision which could easily be removed in a later text, 
for it is less probable that details which disturb the logic 
would be added rather than subtracted. Since OG translated 
Sam after the text of Chr was already in existence, it could 
easily have been influenced by the desire to make the calcu¬ 
lations exact and by the more logical positioning of the 
tally of David's reign at the time of his death alone and 
not at the beginning of the Jerusalem period as in MT. 4Q 
seems to have followed the excised text, probably already in 
LXX's Vorlage , which, inspired by Chr, eliminated this notice 
from the place which it held in the pre-MT. 

Several Greek mss have adjusted the figures here 
in order to make the calculations work out. For the length 


43 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 62. 
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of David's reign in Jerusalem, mss b C 2 $2 have xai ev Iepou- 
oaXriM e@aotXeuoev xpiaxovxa 6uo exn xai pnvaq e£ for MT 
me> e>t>en nivbv D^nm. For 5:5b, ms o read simply 
xa l e(3aoiXeuoev eiti icavxa IopanX xai Ioubav, omitting the 
reference to Jerusalem as well as the length of his reign 
there. Ms a 2 reads xai xeooapaxovxa exn epaoiXeuoev em 
icavxa IopanX xai Ioubav ev IopanX, having chosen to drop 
the specific reference to Jerusalem and to repeat the total 
forty-year reign. These modifications appear to be attempts 
to make the difficult MT more exact and do not suggest a 
different Hebrew text. 

The fact that MT is problematic makes it more 
likely that it is original here, and that the ancestor 
common both to OG and 4QSam a purposely omitted these two 
verses in order to remove both the difficulty in calculation 
and the less satisfactory placing of the sum of David's reign 
here, at the moment in which he begins to rule from Jerusalem. 

2 Sam 6:2 


MT: ot on mi>ynt> rrnm ^ynn in* new oyn-toi mn 0p’l 

.. .o*>ntwn vn* iw 

g 

LXX : wat aveoxn Hat enopeu0n Aaueib xai icaq o \otoq o pex' 

auxou ano xajv apxovxwv Iou6a ev avaftaoei, xou ava- 
ya 7 eiv exei0ev xr)v xi(3a)xov xou 0eou... 

An t 

LXX : xai aveaxn eicopeu0n Aaueib xai icaq o Xao? o pex' 
auxou aico xwv apxovxuv Iouba ev xn avapaoei xou 
Pouvou xou ava^ayeiv exei0ev xnv xifSajxov xou 0eou... 

o il li ^ ^ 

4 QSam : ... n] *1 byr\b m [new o^ny* n]*np nt>yn irw ... 

1 Chr 13:6 


MT: nmmt? new o^ny* mnp-iw nnt?yn twner>-5n*i n^m !?y>i 

...mrr> o^ntwn vnx rw oem m!>ynt> 

g 

LXX : xai avnyaTev auxnv Aaueib* xai icaq IopanX aveftn 

icoXiv Aaueib, n nv xou Iouba, xou ava^ayeiv exei0ev 
xnv xi^caxov xou 0eou Kupiou... 


When David and the people went to bring the ark of 
God to Jerusalem, LXX and 4QSam a contain a small plus. The 


44 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 194. The superimposed daleth is found 
as such in the ms. 
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The reading of 4QSam a agrees with both the parallel at 

1 Chr 13:6 and Josephus (... eiq KapiaOiapipot.^) in 

mentioning the other name of this location where the ark 

had been kept ever since it had been re-taken from the 

Philistines (l Sam 6:21-7:2). That the city was known both 

as (Kiriath-) Baal and Kiriath-Jearim is clear from Josh 15: 

9.60; 18:14, which take the trouble to specify both names 

as in 1 Chr 13:6 and 4Q for 2 Sam 6:2. As it appears in 4Q, 

the name Baalah has been glossed with onr rmp N*n, and 

Ulrich agrees that the superior reading is the shorter, 

46 

unglossed MT. 

Whether MT here is entirely in order is another 
question however. The MT clearly reads n*nn* which 

LXX seems to have rendered doubly as onto to>v otpxovTwv Iou6a 
ev avapaaei.^ Wellhausen suggested that the Greek here 
stems from a metathesis, the LXX having originally read 

MT here, reflected in the correction made in Greek 
to otno Twv apxovxwv, would have come from a false under¬ 
standing of nun* the "burghers of Judah”. He recom¬ 

mends striking the mem before ’^ys and reading nun* ’^yn, as 
48 

in Josh 15:9. Virtually all commentators have followed 

49 50 

him, the only variation being whether to read !?yn, 

51 52 

n!?ynn or nn^yn as the city's name. Keil, following 
Kimchi, suggests that MT ^!?ynn might be original after all, 
and that the ancient historian mistakenly jumped ahead in 
his narrative so that he referred to Baal-Judah not as the 


45 Ant. VII, 78. 

46 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 197. 

47 The only variant in the Greek mss is the addition of 
tou ftouvou in b i o z C 2 e.. 

48 Wellhausen, pp. 166 f. 

49 Wellhausen, Nowack, Driver, Smith. 

50 Ehrlich. 

51 Budde, Dhorme, Schulz, Kittel. 

52 Klostermann. 



103 


place to which David went with the men, but as the place from 
which they brought the ark. J 

Vg here (ex^ viris Iuda) agrees with LXX’s second 
translation while Syr ( mn gbr 9 dyhwd* w*zl lgb c ), in addition 
to containing "the men of Judah", appears to have been in¬ 
fluenced by the Ant text, as its mention of Geba indicates. 
Tg, on the other hand, has provided its own interpretation 
here: min* n*m N*npn. 

The presence of own in MT requires that a place 
name be indicated earlier in the verse and Wellhausen's 
correction to min* *!>yn provides a seemingly more logical 
text. If his explanation of the OG ev avapaoei as *!>ynn 
is correct, however, this shows that the mem must have al- 

5li 

ready been present in LXX’s Vorlage, which confirms that 
MT f s reading is at least very old, if not original. 

Likewise, if the mem stems from a misunderstanding 
of min* *5yn as "the burghers of Judah", it must have been 
an early misunderstanding since by the time of the text of 
Chr, tradition had clearly established that a place name 
was indicated here, as 1 Chr 13:6 shows. 

It is significant that LXX for 1 Chr 13:6 has 

55 

rendered o*ny* n*np-^N nn!>yn as eiq itoXiv Aauei6, which 
indicates that LXX for both Sam and Chr has avoided the 


53 Keil, p. 239. Similarly, Hertzberg suggests that a first 
part of this verse, which would have described David’s 
going to Baale-Judah, may have fallen out of the text 
(Hertzberg, p. 275). 

54 Ulrich (QTSJ, p. 198) cites the original Hebrew text as 
min* (n)5yn*, which is possible, but the references he 
gives (Judg 11:13.16; 19:30; 1. Kgs 18:36) all reflect a 
verbal form of n!>y. At 2 Sam 6:2, the LXX misreading of 
*t?yn(n) seems to reflect rather niyn, such as is found 
at Num 34:4; Josh 10:10; 18:17; Judg 1:36; 8:13; 1 Sam 
9:11; 2 Sam 15:30; 2 Chr 20:16; 32:33; Neh 9:4; 12:37; 

Isa 15:5, all of which are rendered as avapotoiq in LXX. 

The only exception being mss b e 2 , which have corrected 
to etq KapiaQiapeip. 


55 
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proper name "BaaMah)" here. It may be entirely coincidental, 
or it may indicate a dissatisfaction on the part of LXX that 
the city containing the ark should have been named Baal. 

If that is true, OG's metathesis which produced ev avapaoei 
may not have been entirely accidental. 

MT's rm.v> ^by^n represents certainly the more 
difficult reading for 2 Sam 6:2, while the texts of 4QSam a 
and 1 Chr 13:6 contain a later gloss inspired most probably 
by Josh 15:9.60; 18:14. Whether MT contains simply a 
hurried narrative which speaks only of the place from which 
the ark was brought without specifying that David went t£ 
Baal-Judah, or whether a correction must be made according to 
the seeming logic of the narrative, it may be said at least 
that there is no textual basis for correcting the MT reading, 
which is surely an old one, as its indirect reflection in 
LXX's Vorlage indicates. 

2 Sam 6:7 


ny oe> nnM !>wn-!>y o© inoM n t y 3 mu’ qx-nmi 

o>nt>Nn vnx 

xai e0upa)6ri Kupioq xu> 0£a, xai eicaioev autov exei o 
0eoQ, xai aite0avev exei itapa xqv xi0u>xov xou Kupiou 
evajitiov xou 0eou. 

xai e0upco0n opYn Kupiou ev to) 0£a, xai eicaxa^ev auxov 
exei o Qeoq em xn upoitexeia, xai arceOavev exei rcapa 
xnv xifSooxov xou Kupiou evo)7tiov xou 0eou. 

4QSam a * ... vnN[n] bk [n^ -\VK-by o^n^Nn oe> i no *> t *1 ] 

[o*]Sh]5[Kn naV? 

1 Chr 13:10 

MT: 1 iiKn-l>y iv> n^-ne/N by inD*i n t y 3 nirr> qN-irvn 

o■>n’jo b o© nn^i 

LXX : xai e0upa)0n Kupioq eiu 0£a, xai eitaxa£ev auxov exei 

6ia xo exxeivai xnv xe*-pa auxou eiu xqv xifBwxov* xai 
aiteOavev exei aitevavxi xou 0eou. 


MT: 

LXX B : 

LXX Ant : 


When Uzzah was struck dead for touching the ark, 
MT contains the problematic bvn-by , which is absent from 


56 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 195. 
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cod B.^ The hexaplaric and Ant texts read eict Tcpoitexeia, 
reflected in Vg super temeritate, although in Contra Pelag. 

CQ 

Jerome rendered it as pro ignorantia , 7 while Aquila here 
read em xq envoia.^ A part of 4QSam a is missing here, but, 
as Ulrich shows in his reconstruction, there is enough space 
for reading with the parallel in 1 Chr 13:10 
vn«n-t>y which Syr seems to have followed for 2 Sam 6:7 

( °1 d’wSt ’ydh ). 

The text of 1 Chr provides a good meaning with 

a plausible reason for Uzzah*s unfortunate end — that he 

stretched his hand out and touched the ark —, and a number 

of commentators correct 2 Sam on that basis.If MT for 

Sam once originally contained mxn by rn toby-WH by, 

however, it is difficult to see what kind of textual accident 

ftp 

could have resulted in the present byr\-by. This reading 
in Chr rings more either of a different tradition or of an 
insertion designed to account for Uzzah's death where MT for 
Sam had become unintelligible.^ Whatever the cause, however, 
it seems clear that 4QSam a and 1 Chr show the same tradition 
here. Ulrich maintains that MT for Sam originally contained 


57 Along with mss M N a d h j(txt) lnpqstuvya 2 b 2 . 

Ms z adds exi xq Hipojxo). 

58 Mss A b c e f g i j(mg- sub X) m o w x c 2 (sub X) e 2 . 

59 Contra Pelag , t.4, 508 f. (Cf. Sabatier). 

60 Barthelemy notes that Aquila, Saadia, Abulwalid, Rashi 
Radak interpret by from the Aramaic meaning of the root 
n!?vy, "negligence, fault through inadvertence," (CTAT). 

61 Thenius, Wellhausen, Budde, Nowack, Lohr, Driver, Kittel, 
Hertzberg, RSV. 

62 For the meaning of !?©n, commentators suggest 1) "error" 
(Dhorme [1956], TOB, HOTTP); 2) "fault" (Keil, Osty, BJ); 

3) "arrogance" (Eli); 4) "rash act" (NEB); 5) an original 
place name (Klostermann, Smith, Dhorme [1910]); 6) omit (NAB). 

63 Barthelemy suggests that the "texte le plus coulant 
provienne d T un developpement inspire par le contenu 
du verset precedent" (CTAT). 
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the plus here and thus agreed with 4 q. The 0G, on the other 

hand, "apparently lacked the plus, going back to an early, 

64 

characteristically concise, Egyptian Hebrew text." 

66 

Josephus* text contained the plus as well, 
although it is not clear whether he derived it from the text 
of Sam or from Chr. At 6:10, David deposits the ark in the 
house of Obed-edom the Gittite. Josephus (Ant.VI, 83) adds 
that he was a Levite by descent, a detail unknown in Sam but 
found in 1 Chr 15:18. Since Josephus seems to have drawn on 
both sources for his information, his inclusion of the plus 
that "Uzzah stretched out his hand" may have come from Chr 
as well. 

It is possible that 0G may have simply omitted 
out of desperation, not being able to understand 
what it might refer to. If such was the case, then its 
Vorlage would have been close to MT here. We have seen at 
2 Sam 8:7-8 that 0G or its Vorlage knew of the text of Chr 
and used it in its own text. It could, therefore, have 
modified its text here according to Chr if it had wished to 
do so. In any event, the absence of a translation of 
shows a LXX Vorlage which was either similar to MT or which 
lacked the words altogether, as Ulrich suggests. 

The reading in MT here is either irretrievably 
corrupt or else the meaning of the word has become unintel¬ 
ligible. Because of the difficulty in seeing how it could 
be a corruption of the longer text of 1 Chr and 4Q, which 
appears rather to be an expansion, MT seems to witness here 
to the older form of the text. 


64 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 205. Ulrich places this reading under 
the formula J=4Q C i M G (p. 179), but if his analysis 
is correct it should be J=4Q C i M i G. 

65 Ant. VII, 82. 
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2 Sam 10:6 f. 


MT: -nx viDinn nny-'na in!>t!r>i ma *>t 0 x:n *o liny ixim 

noyn *ii>n-nxi q^K n*ivyy xnis oix-nxi mm-ma oix 

-nx in ynvjni 7 epx q!?x qwy-o^w aio ur>xi tznx qt>x 

o^qinn xssn-fo nxi nxi* 

LXX®: ^xai eibav oi uioi Appcov oti xaTnoxo^Qucav o Xaoq 

Aauei6“ xai aiteOTeiXav oi uloi Appcov xai epiaQujaavTO 
t r)v Eupiav xai Pooap, eixoai x>*Xia6aq ice£a)v, xai tov 
paaiXea ApaXn>t, xiXiouq avbpaq, xai ElotwP, 6a)6exa 
XiXiabaq av6pu>v. ^xoti rjxouaev Aaueib, xai aiceOTeiXev 
tov Iajap xai itaaav xqv buvapiv, Touq buvaTouq. 

LXX^ n ^: ^xai eibov oi uioi Appujv oti n^xuvOnoav oi 6ouXoi 

Aaui6, xai aitoaTeXXouai v oi uioi Appujv xai piaQouvTai 
tov Eupov xai BaiOpaaP xai tov Eupov EoufSa, eixoai 
XiXiabag ite£u>v, xai tov ftaoiXea Maaxa, x^louq av6paq, 
xai tov IotojP, 6a)6exa xi^i <*&<*€ avbpwv. 7 MQtL rjxouaev 
Aaoi6, xai aiteaTeiXev tov Iwaft Hat itaaav Trjv OTpaTiav 
tojv 6uvaTu>v. 

4QSam a :^ qoa ioo q5x [liny ] 

o*en*n non n[:m*n ] noy[n mx i»i o**in:) o*ix in on!? rio^] 
oiut!P[xi noyn ni>n nxi] 5:n q5x oLw^o o*oe> ? j 

6[ o*iy]n in 100x5 liny [>:ni J 

[ olxi^ n[x‘| n!? [«;*> i r»n yntm 


1 Chr 19:6-8 

MT: liny ^jjoi inn n!?»^i i^n-oy iwxonn *>d nny ->11 ix*i*i 6 

noi^ni noyn onx-ini onm mx-i» on!? now!? qoD-qoo q!?x 
q!?»-nxi oon qt>x 0 * 10^101 0^:110 on!? i*idw*i 7 o*>\yqoi non 
ioox^ imy ^ni xm^n *>ji ot> iimi ixo^i iny-nxi noyn 
-to nxi oxi^-nx n w *> i v> n yne>o 8 nnn!?n!> ixmi on^nyn 

o**n:nn xns 


This text has been aptly termed by Ulrich a 
’’glossator*s carnival”, for a comparison shows that of all 
the texts given above, plus that of Josephus as we shall see, 
no two are exactly alike for these verses which describe the 
Ammonites* hiring of armies to help them fight against David. 

Beginning with MT and LXX, we note that, while they 
are not identical, these texts are strikingly similar. Both 
cod B and Ant have expressed a subject for MT i\0x:n, although 
the two Greek text traditions differ on a number of points, 
as the following comparison indicates: 


66 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 152. 
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MT 

*1113 1 

3im-n*3 D1 H t\H 
N31X 01N-I1N1 

H3VQ 

D>13An K3XH-!>3 


Cod B 

xaTnoxuvSuoav 0 

Xaoq Aaueib 

xnv Eupiav xai 
Poa)p 

ApaXnx 

Ttaaav xr}v bupapiv 
xouq buvaxouq 


Ant 

naxuvOnaav oi 
6ouXoi Aauei6 

tov lypov xai BaiQ- 
paap67 xai tov 
Zupov Iou(3a 

Maaxa 

itaoav xrjv oxpaxiav 
xojv 6uvaxa)v 


Note that at each of these points, Ant is closer 

to MT than is B, which speaks against cod B containing the 

68 

kaig£ recension here. There is no reason for not con¬ 
sidering cod B to contain the more original Greek text here, 
with Ant showing a correction toward MT. 

Before the Qumran material was known, many authors 
already sought an emendation of the words 31D w^ni 
W ellhausen, noting that a thousand men appeared to be a 
small contingent for Maacah to have sent, recommended 

omitting w*k q!?N altogether, thus placing Maacah and Ishtob 
6Q 

together. y The figures then agree with the 32,000 men in 
the parallel in 1 Chr 19:7. Budde goes further in omitting 
the waw before Ishtob, thus making it the proper name of 
"the king of Maacah."' Dhorme, in addition to accepting 
Wellhausen's correction, eliminates w*ni as a dittograph, 
reading the place name 3 iui and identifying it with Ef- 


67 Sic Lagarde, although this form is found only in ms N. 

Inthe usual Ant mss, we find b* 3e0paag, b'b a ? peQpaap, 
c 2 and °* Pon-paap. 

68 Against Ulrich, who writes, "As we examine the Greek text 
of Samuel, we notice that it falls within the area con¬ 
sidered by Shenkel to have undergone KR revision, and we 
notice that it clings very closely to M" (QTSJ, p. 154). 

69 Wellhausen, p. 179. He notes the similarity between this 
case and 1 Sam 13:1 and 2 Sam 2:10 where the figures 
given seem erroneous as well. 

70 Budde (KHAT), p. 248. 
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Tayihe.^ 1 Klostermann proposed myi :nu nu noyn *ii>n n«i, 

based partially on Wellhausen and partially on a correction 

from Chr (injn). Ehrlich maintained that some figure 

designating how many thousand men had fallen out of the 

text.^ Driver noted that is "out of construction", 

and prefixed waw — a " waw of concomitance" —, pointing out 

that Wellhausen's omission of «;•>« qi>K "leads to fresh diffi- 

74 

culties and improbabilities in connexion with :nu 

Many, however, find no sufficient reason for departing from 

75 

the text and read with MT. All the aforementioned sug¬ 
gestions for emendation fail to mention that in this verse 
all the Greek mss agree with MT*s apparently problematic 
reading, which is a sign that it is at least a very old 
text. 

With the discovery of 4QSam a , a text has been 
brought to light which agrees very closely with the parallel 
at 1 Chr 19:6-8 — a text, however, which departs dramatically 
from MT and LXX for 2 Sam here. 4Q and Chr agree on the sum 
of a thousand talents of silver paid by the Ammonites, on 
the mention of horsemen and chariots rather than foot soldiers, 
and on the names of the kings and places from which the sol¬ 
diers were hired. As Ulrich's reconstruction shows, 4QSam a 
appears to follow 1 Chr word for word with the exception of 
its agreement with MT for :nu i in place of 1 Chr 
iny-nNi.76 Ulrich judiciously observes that "from this 


71 Dhorme (1910), p. 349. 

72 Klostermann, p. 171. 

73 Ehrlich, p. 294. 

74 Driver, p. 288. 

75 Keil, Erdmann, Hertzberg, BJ, Dhorme (1956), Osty, TOB, 
RSY, NEB, NAB. 

76 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 152. Note, however, three uncertain 

points in 4Q which contain unaccountably long spaces 
1) after noyn; 2) the beginning of the line preceding 
cnw!?© 3) at the beginning of the line, preceding 

ynty>i. The text of Chr is not long enough to fill these 
spaces, but conjecture on their contents is impossible. 
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specific text in isolation it cannot be proved either that 
4Q is a conflation of M and C or that C is dependent on 
4Q ." 77 

In the text of Josephus here, we find a mixture of 
material, some of which is closer to MT and some to 4Q/Chr: 

xai lEepcjjavxeq itpoq Eupov tov xa>v Meaoitoxapi xojv 
paoiXea x^Xia xaXavxa ouppaxov auxov eiti xouxu) 
yeveoQai xa) pio0u) itapexaXeoav ml Eoupav* r\oav 
6 e xoiq paoiXeuai xouxoiq ice£ou 6 uo pupiabeq. 
itpooepia0a)oavxo 6 e xai xov ex xqs Mixas xaXou- 
pevrjq x<dpaq paoiXea xai xexapxov Ioxopov ovopa, 
xai xouxouq exovxaq pupiouq xai 6 ioxiXiouq oitXi- 

TO?.78 

Thus, 4Q, Chr and Josephus agree on the thousand 
talents of silver, on the mention of Mesopotamia, and on 
the total of 32,000 soldiers, but Josephus agrees with MT 
and LXX on the mention of foot soldiers rather than horsemen 
and chariots. 

Ulrich maintains that the absence of x«-Xiouq avbpaq 
in connection with Maacah*s forces shows agreement between 
Josephus and "OG/pL". Further, :nour>K, found in 4Q as well, 
was definitely present in 0G*s Hebrew Vorlage and was ren¬ 
dered Eioxojp in OG. The kaige recension took this over from 
0G "because it was not a clear corrigendum relative to the 
proto-M ms." vr>x on the other hand, which was in MT but 

not in 0G*s Vorlage , was rendered x^Xiouq avbpaq in kaig£ . 

The fact that Josephus has the former (Ioxopov) but not the 
latter shows that he followed OG, which was ultimately 
dependent on 4Q, but not kaige , which depended on MT. Also, 
Josephus* total of the men, 20,000 plus 12,000, rules out 
the 1,000 men of Maacah.^ 

Ulrich*s reasoning, however, is difficult to follow 
here. The term x^Xiouq avbpaq is found in all mss of Brooke- 
McLean without exception. Further, as shown above, the text 
of Ant (mss b o c^ 62 ) is consistently closer to MT than is 
cod B, so there is no evidence that cod B, where the kaig£ 


77 

Ulrich, 

QTSJ, 

p. 

154 

78 

Ant. VII 

, 121 

. 


79 

Ulrich, 

QTSJ, 

P- 

155 
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should appear, contains a recension corrected in favor of MT 
in this case. 

While Josephus does not include the thousand men 
of Maacah*s forces, he appears to be the only one to speak 
of exactly 32,000 men in the army raised by the Ammonites. 

MT and LXX clearly have 33,000 (20,000 +1,000 + 12,000). 

Chr speaks of 32,000 chariots and horses, raised from Meso¬ 
potamia, Aram-maacah and Zobah, and then adds, "and the king 
of Maacah with his men." According to the Chr text, they 
seem not to have been included in the 32,000. 4Q, according 

to Ulrich*s reconstruction, followed Chr as far as indicating 
the 32,000 chariots and horses from the three places. Then, 
after this, it adds, "and King Maacah [and l]shtob..." Here, 
therefore, just as in Chr, Maacah and Ishtob seem not to be 
included in the 32,000 by their position in the sentence. If 
Josephus* Greek Biblical text of Sam read as LXX and con¬ 
tained the 20,000 + 1,000 + 12,000, and if he had compared 
this with Chr*s 32,000 plus the unspecified men of Maacah 
(and of Ishtob if he had 4Q*s text before him), he could have 
easily fitted his count to arrive at Chr*s 32,000, simply 
by dropping Ma&cah*s force, which was unspecified in Chr any¬ 
way, and by grouping him with Ishtob. Josephus* division of 
the troops, rather than the lump sum as found in 4Q/Chr, 
plus the silence about the chariots and horses, makes it 
possible that his principal source was a Greek text similar 
to our LXX mss, although he knew of Chr*s text as well. 
Because of the lacuna in 4QSam a at 3iDen[Ni noynl , it is not 
possible to tell whether Ishtob is meant to be a separate 
person, as in Josephus, or the proper name of the king of 
Maacah. It is, thus, not clear how much Josephus depended 
on a 4Q-type tradition. This is not to say that Ulrich is 
necessarily wrong, but rather that another explanation is 
possible here, and the lack of certainty in the 4Q reading 
must leave the question open. 

4Q, in any event, shares clearly a large part of 
its reading with the Chr tradition. Kittel attributed the 
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different names in Chr not to an independent tradition, but 

to the fact that in the time of the Chronicler these places 

were known by different names, so that he could no longer 

80 

recognize which places were meant in the MT 2 Sam text. 

He notes further that, whereas Chr speaks of 32,000 chariots, 
Sam's 32,000 foot soldiers was closer to the historical 
situation.® 1 

Thus, for these variants between MT/LXX and 4Q/Chr 
the agreement of MT and LXX must certainly be taken into 
account in determining the age and priority of this common 
tradition in MT/LXX. Josephus seems to have known of both 
and combined the material from 2 Sam and from Chr (or from 
a text of Sam which was similar to Chr). 4Q and Chr con¬ 
tain a text which has modified and enlarged upon that of the 
more primitive one witnessed in MT/LXX. 


2 Sam 24:16b-17a 


MT: mm-to in imoi^rnmn mviNn *n>-oy mn mm 

LXX^: o ayyeXoQ Kupiou r\v itapa tgo aXa) Opva tou 

Ie|3ouaaiou. 1 'a K ai etuev Aauei6 xpoq Kupiov... 

LXX Ant : l6 W o ayyeXoq tou 0eou r\\> itapa Tr\v aXa) 

Opva tou Iepouaaiou. 1 * a wai euev Aaui6 itpoq Kupiov... 

a 82 • • 

4QSam a : [mn] Ntm >61 tn*>ln io if* iia o]y miy mn[> ] 

[mim] imn i[a]im oMniwnl im y^nn [*pn hn] 

niiV bn mn man q^S[o o^ojorm om [Jfl by onptm...o^enm by] 

1 Chr 21:15b-17a 

MT: nv>i *i *>j mn Nim 18 mmn niK n>-oy my mm ynbn^ 

mim nn nmtw mm omwn vm vinh in my mm 

iwpi 1 ' onna-^y omon onpmi mn i ot>enm-t>y 

q mn 

At the end of 2 Sam 24:16, the text of 4QSam a 

contains a plus describing the angel standing by the threshing 


80 R. Kittel, Die Bucher der Chronik (Gottingen, 1902), 
pp. 76 f. 

81 Kittel, Chronik , p. 77. 


82 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 156. 
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floor of Araunah with sword drawn, and David and the elders 
in sackcloth, fallen upon their faces. The plus parallels 
the text of 1 Chr 21:15-16 and is found in Josephus as 
well,®3 but is absent from both MT and LXX in 2 Sam. 

Ulrich attributes the loss of these two lines from 
MT to an accident through haplography (homeoarcton) at 
men l . . l,. and its absence from LXX to a revision which 
would have excised the section because it was not present 
in MT. 84 

Indications that 4Q is not dependent upon Chr here 
include: 1) the correct name of Orna in 4Q against both MT 
(haniNn) and Chr 2) Chr's transposition of omonn 

03pen/on•>m 3) the hithpael omonn against hophal moon 
in Chr; and 4) 4Q*s agreement with MT and LXX for mm 

fic 

against Chr o^n^Kn bn. J 

Barth^lemy has reacted against Ulrich's analysis 
here, maintaining that, while 4Q does preserve a more prim¬ 
itive text vis-a-vis 1 Chr, both 4Q and 1 Chr include a 
paraphrase in the style of apocalyptic and post-exilic 

o c 

visions. Further, there is simply no proof that the plus 
was once present in OG and that it had been excised. The 
pluses of OG at 2 Sam 24:13-15 which have been maintained 
in the Palestinian recension are sufficient to show that 
an excision is highly improbable here. Finally, a case 

o ? 

of homeoarcton here, based on mml...«e»>l, is unlikely. 

To these observations it may be added that the 
presence of this plus in Josephus does not necessarily 
require that it have once been part of the early Sam text, 


83 Ant . VII, 327: o 6e BaoiXeuq aawHov evbebupevoq eweito 
nata xr]q yr)<;... avapXe^aq 6‘eiq tov aepa o (3aaiXeuq xat 
©eaaapevoq tov ayyeXov bi/auxou (pepopevov eni ia Iepoao- 
Xupa xai paxaipav eaitaapevov eue upoq tov Qeov. 

84 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 157. 

85 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 157. 

86 Barth^lemy, CTAT. 

87 Barthelemy, CTAT. 
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as Josephus does not hesitate to mix elements from Chr (or 
from the later, glossed text of Sam witnessed by 4Q) into 
his narrative, as we have already seen above. 88 

For these verses, therefore, 4Q contains a later 
addition to the text which agrees with Chr, but which was 
not necessarily part of the older text of Sam as contained 
in MT. 


2 Sam 24:20 


MT: inruyM rm*iK i’Toy-nNi n^nn-nN _ 

LXX a : ...not l eibev tov fiaoiXea Mat xouq itaibaq auxou itapa- 

itopeuopevouq enavco auxou ( 61 aitopeuopevouq eit'auxov- 
Ant). Mat e£nX0ev Opva Mat rcpoaeMuvnaev xto paatXet gtu 
npoaajTcov auxou eitt xqv yr\v. 

a 89 

4QSam a : o^pioo [o^oonn n* 

D^Sh NIMKl 


1 Chr 21:20 


MT: o*on m i:nKi o^Konrm iny •nso nyaihn 7 Nt>nn-nN kim... 

B 

LXX : ...Mat eibev xov paaiXea Mat xeaoapaq utouq auxou 
pex'auxou pe0axa(3eiv* Mat Opva r\\> aXocov itupouq. 


When Araunah sees David coming toward him, the 

texts of 2 Sam MT, LXX and 4Q, as well as the parallel at 

QO 

1 Chr MT and LXX and Josephus, each read slightly dif¬ 
ferently. 4Q agree with LXX and with 1 Chr and Josephus 
that Araunah was "threshing wheat" when David arrived. 4Q 
adds however, that David and his men were wearing sackcloth. 
MT for 1 Chr reports that Araunah saw an angel rather than 
the king while LXX for 1 Chr agrees with the rest of the 
texts of 2 Sam on that point. 9 ^ Where 2 Sam reports the 
servants of the king approaching, Chr (both MT and LXX) 


88 Cf. p. 106 above. 

89 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 157. 

90 Ant. VII, 330: Opovvaq 6e xov aixov aXocuv eitei xov 
ftaoiXea rcpoaiovxa Mat xouq rcaibaq auxou icavxaq eQeaaaxo. 

91 At 1 Chr 21:20, ms p^ alone reads ayyeXov here. 
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says that Araunah*s four sons were hiding themselves. 
Josephus, on the other hand, contains neither the mention 
of the angel nor the four sons of Araunah. 

The angel mentioned in 1 Chr here may be a cor¬ 
ruption (*iKi»nn for but is more likely a deliberate 

modification of the text since the angel turns up in 1 Chr 
21:27.30 as well. LXX for 1 Chr 21:20 has "corrected” its 
text, reading tov $aoiXea here, but left the four sons in 
place, which no longer makes sense without the presence of 
the angel. Curtis has pointed out that "the Chronicler 
desired to add more witnesses to the presence of the angel 

92 

at this spot, since this fact consecrated the Temple site." 

In 4QSam a here, o*>pwn [o^ODnn] attests to an inde¬ 
pendent tradition carried only in 4Q. The wearing of the 
sackcloth by David and his men is mentioned already in 4Q 
2 Sam 24:16 and appears again in the line following 24 : 20 .^ 
Thus both 4Q and Chr witness to separate traditions 
of this scene. 4Q, Chr and Josephus agree, however, on the 
plus which says that Araunah was threshing wheat when David 
came along. Even before the discovery of 4Q, a large number 

of commentators recommended the insertion of this note into 
94 

the text of Samuel. Curtis, however, noted that this 
phrase "appears to have been introduced by the Chronicler 
in view of the following statement of v.21, *and Oman went 
out from the threshing floor*.There is no occasion for 
a textual accident in MT for 2 Sam here which would account 
for its absence from the text, nor any apparent reason why 
MT would have excised the plus deliberately. On the other 
hand, it does harmonize the narrative, setting the scene 


92 E. L. Curtis and A. A. Madsen, A Critical and Exegetical 
Commentary on the Books of Chronicles (Edinburgh, 1910), 

P 7-55TT- 

93 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 158. 

94 Thenius, Wellhausen, Klostermann, Budde, Smith, Nowack, 
Dhorme (1910), Kittel, Hertzberg, NAB, BJ. 

95 Curtis, Chronicles , p. 252. 
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nicely for David’s encounter with Araunah and the subsequent 
purchasing of the threshing floor. 

As far as this text of 2 Sam is concerned, each 
stage seems to have added something. The text of MT is the 
shortest, without the note that Araunah was threshing wheat. 
It is more sober than 4Q and Chr, mentioning neither the 
sackcloth nor the angel and Araunah f s four boys. Thus, 

MT is to be preferred as the more primitive state of the 
text, to which the additional information was appended. 

Conclusions 


In these cases, which include one MT plus (2 Sam 
5:4-5) and six MT minuses vis-a-vis 4QSam a , the text of 4Q 
shows a great resemblance to 1 Chr against both MT and LXX 
for Sam, except for the 4Q minus at 2 Sam 5:4-5 (shared by 
LXX and 1 Chr) and for 4Q*s unique plus at 1 Sam 10:27-11:1. 
Ulrich has shown the difficulty in establishing priority 
between 4QSam a and 1 Chr, although he observes that "the 4Q 
C agreements are mostly original S readings corrupt in M, 
or narrative expansions typical of the Palestinian text 
tradition," and "none of the 4Q C agreements either betrays 
characteristics commonly associated with the Chronicler’s 
specific interests (levitical, genealogical, cultic, etc.) 
or displays new types of variation from M due to the fact 
that C now provides a parallel," to conclude that "this 
combination of observations points to the Samuel tradition, 
not the Chronicles tradition, as the source of the 4Q C 
similarity,and that "the contribution of 4Q is that it 
provides us with an exemplar much closer than M to the 
Samuel textual basis used by the Chronicler.The few 

Q8 

pluses which we have considered here bear this out well. 


96 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 163. 

97 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 164. 

98 Note, however, that not one of these pluses agrees 
verbatim with 1 Chr. 
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Perhaps the most significant factor with regard 
to these pluses, however, is their disagreement with OG 
as well as with MT. Ulrich suggests that this might be due 
to excision of the pluses in later Greek revision when they 

were not found in MT (and then, presumably, subsequent 

qq 

contamination of even the most faithful OG mss), 7 although 
the likelihood of such a process is lessened if one considers 
the large number of instances in Sam where the OG text has 
been preserved intact despite its divergence from MT. The 
fact that Ulrich recognizes that some of the 4Q C agreements 
are "narrative expansions typical of the Palestinian text 
tradition" suggests the explanation for these pluses which 
we have considered. Their absence from the combined MT/LXX 
traditions is a powerful argument against their originality 
in the text of Sam. The fact that we are dealing, in each 
case but that of 2 Sam 5:4-5, with a plus in 4Q, and that 
none of the cases presents the occasion for a likely textual 
accident which would account for its omission in MT, suggest 
that 4Q f s tradition has expanded an originally shorter text. 

The large 4Q plus at 1 Sam 10:27-11:1, shared in 
its entirety by no other known text, appears again to be a 
sign of later expansion. 

In the one plus here which MT contains over against 
4Q, at 2 Sam 5:4-5, we saw that its presence in the text 
is more problematic than its absence because of the ap¬ 
parently faulty arithmetic and of its position at the be¬ 
ginning of a new stage of David*s activity rather than at 
the end of his life where it would be expected. The fact 
that it is "problematic” is an indication of its originality 
rather than its being a later addition. This is the only 
one of the cases examined in this section for which 4Q agrees 
completely with OG, and the tradition which LXX and 4Q 
partially share could well have excised it from the text 
in the name of greater coherence. 


99 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 157. 
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The result of the examination of these texts is 
that where there is a significant plus or minus in 4QSam a 
vis-a-vis MT, MT attests both to the same absence of 
literary activity that it did when compared with LXX, and 
to the retention of a difficult reading which was probably 
removed at a later date. MT, therefore, appears consistently 
to be the witness of a more primitive form of the text as 
far as these pluses and minuses are concerned. 
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1.4 Double translations in LXX 

In the following texts, LXX contains a plus in 
the form of a double reading which indicates a second or 
alternate translation vis-^-vis MT, or a different Vorlage . 

1 Sam 2:24 

MT: mn*-oy o'noyn yaw •ojn “non nyaefn ’D no 

D 

LXX : \ir \, xexva, ou oux ayaOn q axor) qv eya> axoua) * pq 

icoieixe outo)?, ou oux ayaOai ai anooti aq eya) axoua), 
xou pq bouXeuetv Xaov 0ea). 

LXX An ^: pq, xexva, pr i luoieixe ouxax?, ou ouk aya0q n axon 

nv eya) axoua) iiepi upa)v, tou rcoieiv xov Xaov pq 
Xaxpeueiv xa> Kupia). 

4QSam a : [>k yjaiw >dSk *i m nyia[ejn noiu Nib >d *>^o bn ] 

[ ]oya yai\ 2 > [myiawn m]oiu x[it> >d id *n©yn] 

In this verse, cod B contains a plus, absent from 

p 

Ant and omitted by Cappel. Wellhausen identified the 

genuine OG text as beginning with pn rcoieixe ouxox? and 

described all that preceded it as a double translation con¬ 
's 

forming to MT. The majority of authors either takes no 

4 R 

notice of the LXX plus here, or reads with MT. Peters 
alone suggested the complete reintegration of the repetitive 
plus into the original text, on the grounds that it expressed 
the loquaciousness of the time, and attributed its absence 
in MT to homeoteleuton at yaw ojk McCarter blames 

1 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 41. 

2 Cappel, Notae Criticae , p. 431. 

3 Wellhausen, p. 47. 

4 Thenius, Keil, Erdmann, Driver, Hummelauer, Budde, Smith, 
Dhorme, Ehrlich, Kittel, Stoebe, Hertzberg, RSV, NEB, BJ, 
Osty, TOB, Eli. 

5 Fernandez, Schulz. 

6 Peters, p. 119. 
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the loss on haplography as well, but recognizes that the 
text of B, and 4QSam a which appears to follow it exactly, 
are conflate (as was, according to him, MT before the 

textual accident). Ulrich, on the other hand, maintains 

"8 

that "in general M preserves the preferable short text. 

The fact that LXX and 4Q agree here on the longer 

double text indicates that there was a common ancestor for 
this reading, but it is not necessary, as McCarter maintains, 
that it was so in the proto-MT as well. It is much more 
likely that the Vorlage of LXX contained a different reading 
here. In v.23, for MT r\bnr\ opinio iiwyn OG has the 

singular: Iva u itoieixe naia to pnpa touto (xa pnpaTa tauxa 

in b i o c 2 e 2 ), and for MT oyn-to nan tnyi onm-nx it 

reads: ex axopaxo? xavxos xou Xaou Kuptou (xaxaXaXoopeva xa0 * 
upajv in b i o c 2 e 2 ). This suggests that for v.24 as well, 
LXX's Vorlage was different from MT and that it was preserved 
in OG. 9 

The text of 4Q for these verses is somewhat problem¬ 
atic. The MT plus at v.22 is absent from it as from LXX. 

For v.23, Ulrich reconstructs the following reading for 4Q: 
t ] ui* [y] 5 [ie;] n [>xn *i]iwyn, 10 

which appears to agree at least partially with MT against 
LXX. This is seen in the presence of ] "m [ where LXX has 
ex oxopaxoQ, although there is apparently not enough room in 
4Q for the full MT oo'oon nx. There is room, however, 

for either the text of cod A (pnuaxa irovnpa = or 

that of Ant (waxaXaXoupeva xotQ'upajv = ods on^Tiu) 11 but 
in either case LXX f s ex oxopaxo? would no longer appear to fit. 
At v.24, 4Q contains the longer conflate text of LXX, although 

both Cross and Ulrich are in agreement that the text of MT is 
12 

superior here. 


7 McCarter, p. 81. 

8 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 42. 

9 Klostermann, p. 8, calls the plus at v.24 a gloss. 

10 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 41. 

11 Cross, BASOR 132, p. 22. 

12 Cross, BASOR 132, p. 23; Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 42. 
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Because of the presence of the double reading of 
v.24 in 4Q, it is likely that it was found already in LXX's 
Vorlage . That the text of MT is the more original, however, 
is suggested by its elliptical ’oo whereas LXX vnayn-!?K 
could have been influenced by the viwyn of v.23. This 
shorter MT expression, although not common, is sufficient as 
it stands, as Ruth 1:13 (’3 ’mo !>n) indicates.^ 

Here at 2:24, therefore, we have a double reading 
in LXX (and 4Q), which contains a more original MT reading 
followed by an alternate reading which was most likely found 
already in LXX's Vorlage . 


1 Sam 4:14-16 


MT: w’k.vi nrn nnnn b*\p nn inK’i npysn !np-riN ynem 1 

I’O’yi now mowi o’ywn-io ’t>yi 15 •ybyb no’i ko*>i onn 
-in koh ’ook w’Kn onN’*i 16 mfo5 !no’ «!n nnp 

’oo nom n’n-nn onK’i oi’n ’noo nooynn-in ’oni nooynn 

B 14 

LXX : nai n>*ouoev HXei xqv <pa)vnv xns Pons Mai emev Tiq 

r) pon xns cpwvns xauxns; Mai o av0pa)iioq oueuaaq eio- 
nX0ev xai aiunYYeiXev to) HXei. ^5 waL HXei uioq evevn- 
Movxa excov, Mai oi ocp0aXpoi auxou enaveaxnoav Mai 
oum epXenev* Mai euev HXei xoiq avbpaaiv xoic itepi- 
eaxr]Moaiv auxa> Tiq n cpwvn xou nxooq xouxou; 1 ®Mai o 
avrjp arceuaaq rcpoonX0ev HXei Mai emev auxco Eya) eipi 
o n*wv ew xns rcapeppoXns, Ma^a) itecpeuya cm xns rcapa- 
xa£ea)q onuepov. Mai emev Ti to yeyovaq pnpa, tcmvov ; 

An t 1 4 

LXX : Mai n*ouaev HXei xqv poqv xns cpa>vns xai emev Tiq 

H <pa>vn xns aMons xauxns; xai o av0pa)icoq aiteuaaq eio- 
nX0ev Mai axnTyeiXev xa> HXei. ^*holi HXei uioq evev- 
H^o^xa Mai omtu) exa>v, Mai oi ocp0aXpoi auxou epap- 
uv0r]aav, Mai oum epXeiuev. Mai emev HXei xoiq avbpaaiv 
xoiq Tiapeoxnwoaiv auxa) Tiq n cpcu^n xou HX ou xouxou; 
"•^Mai aiueMpi0n o avrip o eXnXu0a)q Mai emev eya) eipi 
o n*wv eh xns napepPoXns * £ 70 ) itecpeuya cm xns itapa- 
xa£ea>q anpepov, Mai emev auxco HXei Ti xo yeyovoq 
PHPQt, xeMvov; anayyeiXov poi, tcmvov . 

In these verses, Eli's question about the tumult 

of the crowd appears, in a slightly different form, in vv. 

14 and 15 in LXX. Thenius, in his first edition, called the 


13 Although the more usual form is !>n plus vocative, fol¬ 
lowed by a negative command. Cf. 2 Sam 13:12.25; 2 Kgs 
4:16; Judg 19:23. 
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sentence xai encev HXei — xai emev auxw (cod B) a "second 

translation of v.14 according to another text in which v.15 
14 

was lacking," and accordingly inserted 

and read it? with LXX in place of MT 

“tam (v.14) and t»*Kn *mN*i (v.16), although in 

his second edition he retained only the first of these 
corrections. 1 ^ Wellhausen identified LXX vv.14-15 as a 
doublet to vv.15b-l6a, called the second of these the original 
OG, and maintained that the LXX originally lacked v.15, i.e., 
the reference to Eli's age and blindness, through a textual 
accident.^ Klostermann, noting the close connection 
between Eli's question in v.14 and the messenger's answer in 
v.16, claimed that, since the information in v.15 is nec¬ 
essary, its original place was immediately after npyxn in 
v.14, but a later scribe placed it before the second "mNM 
(v.16) instead of before the first in v.14. This then oc¬ 
casioned the insertion of to avoid confusion 

over the subject of mK*i. He then, as Thenius, inserts 
1 7 

D>oxAn-!?K. Budde, who in SBOT omitted v.15 as an 

addition to the text, later replaced it in KHAT, claiming 

that LXX had purposely omitted it because of the reference 

to Eli's "keeping watch" in v.13. While agreeing that LXX 

v.15b contains the original Greek, he calls xoiq otvbpaOLV etc. 

18 

an explanatory addition. Smith observed that v.15, which 
interrupts the narrative, is "apparently a redactional 

14 Thenius 1 , p. 18. 

p 

15 Thenius , p. 20. Dhorme accepted only this change in 
MT (1910, p. 49), but abandoned it in 1956 to read 
totally with MT. 

16 Wellhausen, p. 56, followed by Nowack and Peters. 

17 Klostermann, p. 15. Both he and Thenius justify the 
mention of the "men standing around" by reference to 
v.20. There, however, it refers to the women attending 
the wife of Phinehas as she is dying in childbirth. This 
reference hardly seems compelling as a justification for 
vv.14 f., and its similarity makes it suspect. 

18 Budde (SBOT), p. 56; (KHAT), p. 36. 
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19 

insertion, M but suggested no other change in the text. 

Stoebe suggests that the plus in LXX goes back to its Hebrew 
on 

Vorlage, and McCarter advanced the theory that the double 
text is due to a conflate reading that was present in the 
proto-MT as well, but through haplography at nnNM and the 
expansion of nnNM to 'by bn enun iokm, the present MT 
arose 

From this overview concerning these verses, we see 
that the majority of authors consider the second LXX trans¬ 
lation, in v.15b, to be the original OG, while a good 
number maintain that the information about Eli's age and 
blindness in v.15a may have been a later addition, either in 
MT or already in a text common to MT and LXX's Vorlage . If 
we compare cod B with Ant, we note that for v.14 ynt&M all 
the way to the end of v.15, B and Ant are in basic agreement. 
Again, for OJN to the two texts agree basically. 

Further, for the Greek plus in v.15b, the two texts differ 
only at r)X°U9 B = nx°u Ant. For the rest of the Greek plus, 
however, the two are quite different, as B xai o avqp orceucaq 
upoaqXQev HXei nat emev auTa) is very close to MT v.14, 
while Ant uai onteKpier) o avrjp o eXr)Xu0a)Q nai euev diverges 

from it quite distinctly. If one presumes that v.15 is 

22 

original in the text, the following process may account 
for the present differences in the Greek texts. 

First of all, v.15b is LXX's original Greek trans¬ 
lation for v.l4a£, later retranslated literally according to 


19 Smith, p. 36. Cf. also Schulz and Kittel. 

20 Stoebe, p. 134. 

21 McCarter, p. 112. This has the merit of being a fairly 
simple explanation for the present state of the text, but 
it may be too coincidental that a textual accident had 
the good fortune to occur precisely around the words 
which cause difficulty here. 

22 The fact in LXX Eli asks the question of those standing 
around implies knowledge of his blindness, and therefore 
the explicit mention of it was probably in LXX's Vorlage 
as well. 
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MT. Because of the mention of "the men standing around” in 
LXX’s original translation, which differed from the later 
one, it was preserved, but relocated after the mention of 
Eli’s blindness. At the same time, MT v.16 iokm 

was modified to xai eiitev auxu) since the OG xai o avnp 
aiteuoaq upoanXBev HXei, in its new surroundings, made MT 

superfluous. Then in Ant, this redundant phrase was 
modified to xai aitexpiQr} o avnp o eXnXu0u>q. 

This explanation may seem unnecessarily complicated, 
but the last observation on Ant’s text seems to provide the 
confirmation of its correctness, for it departs so widely 
from the text that it arouses suspicion and, more importantly, 
cannot be the response to Eli’s question in LXX v.15b, which 
was addressed, according to LXX, to the ’’men standing around.” 
It must be the response to the question Eli had asked already 
in v.14. The use of the perfect participle here is a further 
indication of this. At v.16, MT unxn iokm is simply 

the continuation of the narrative from v.14 where the man 
has rushed to Eli’s side to give him news of the battle. The 
form of v.16 in LXX , Mai o avnp aiceuoaq icpoonXBev HXei Mai 
emev, is a repetition of v.14, the sign of the double 
translation, while the Ant text here, xai aitexpiBn o avnp 
o eXnXuQooq xai emev, witnesses to the later modification of 
the Greek text as described above. It is only MT’s text 
that makes sense here. 

For the rest of the original OG translation for 
v.14, xai emev HXei xoiq avbpaoiv xoiq itepieaxnxoaiv auxw 
Tiq n <P<A>vn xou nxouq xouxou;, this may indicate that LXX 
had a slightly different Hebrew text from MT tnp rm nnK’i 
nm vinnn. The proper name Eli could, however, have been 
an addition made by the Greek translator himself in order 
to clarify the subject. Further, r\xoq for linn is found 
at 1 Sam 14:19 as well so no difference in the Hebrew need 
be presumed here. The only major difference between LXX and 
MT, therefore, is LXX’s xoiq avbpaoiv xoiq itepieoxnMoai v, 
the men to whom Eli addressed his question. Even here we 
need not necessarily see a different Vorlage , as LXX, un¬ 
satisfied with the fact that in the Hebrew text Eli’s 
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question was addressed to no one in particular, could have 
added the words on its own initiative. 

Thus, for the Greek plus here, we find the original 
OG relocated after another translation closer to MT had been 
added to the text. The OG has been modified somewhat to 
fit its new surroundings, and has undergone even more 
modifications in the text of Ant. The OG here, however, 
does not necessarily indicate that its Vorlage was different 
from the text of MT. 


1 Sam 15:3 


MT: xtn ionmnni nmoni nny 

. ..nnnm 

D 

LXX : Hat vuv icopeuou xai icaxa£eiq tov ApaXqx nai Iepeip 

xai icavxa xa auxou, xai ou icepmoinan £ % auxou xai 
e£oXe0peuoeiq auxov* xai ava0epaxieiq auxov xai icavxa 
xa auiou, xai ou cpeioq au’auxou* holi aicoxxeveiq. .. 

An t 

LXX : Hat vuv icopeuou, xai icaxa£eiq tov ApeXqx xai icavxa 
xa auxou, xai ou icepmoinoei e£ auxou ou0ev, xai 
e£oXe0peuaeiq auxov xai icavxa xa auxou, xai ava- 
Qepaxieiq auxov xai icavxa xa auxou, xai ou pr} cpeioei 
auxou, xai aicoxxeveiq . .. 

In Samuel*s instruction to Saul to destroy- the 
Amalekites, we find a plus in Greek which represents a 
double, and partially a triple, translation. Kai Iepeip, 
absent only from mss b o c p e P , appears to have been a mis- 
reading of onninm in the original OG. J Since LXX con¬ 
tinues xai icavxa xou auxou, virtually all commentators have 

2U 2R 

corrected to ...i inx nmnm or nxi inmnni. LXX 


23 Thus, explicitly, Houbigant, Wellhausen, Peters, Nowack, 
Dhorme, Schulz, McCarter. All the other authors seem 

to have tacitly admitted a double translation here. 

24 Stoebe, p. 283, who notes, in defense of MT here, "every¬ 
where where it is a question of booty, the people as a 
whole appear,** but the overwhelming evidence for a 
singular here seems to speak against MT. Cf. Vg, Tg, 

Syr, all of which read the singular. 

25 Except for mss d 1 p y, which omit xai ou icepiicoinan — 
xai icavxa xa auxou. 
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then goes on to translate *n5y 5nnn as xai ou rcepntoinon 
e£ auxou, after which it returns to onmnm with xai e£oXe- 
0peuoeiq auxov. Then, xai avaGepaxieiq auxov xai itavxa xa 
auxou kqu ou cpeiari ait‘auxou represents a return to onmnm, 
but this time it is uninterrupted all the way to 

All commentators have correctly discerned a double 

translation here, although they leave unanswered the question 

P 6 

of which might have been the original OG. 

The verb o*in, after apparently being misread as a 
proper name, Iepeip, is translated as e£oXe0peuoeiq and then 
as ava0epaxieiq. The first of these verbs is the translation 
of mn in Deut, Josh, Judg, 1 Sam, 1 Kgs, 2 Chr, and occurs no 
less than eight times in 1 Sam 15 for onn (vv. 3,8[A], 9,9, 
15,18,20,21). Ava0epaxi£eiv, on the other hand, translates 
tnn in Num, Deut, Josh, Judg, 2 Kgs, 1 Chr, 2 Esd, but in 
1 Sam occurs only here at 15:3- Further, ava0epaxi£eiv is 
found for e£oXe0peueiv in the margin of mss j z at 15:9, and 
of j m (under X) at 15:21. At 15:21 b o z (mg) c 2 e 2 contain 
the same variant. 

For the verb cpei6eo0ai is used 22 times (in 

Ex, 1 Sam [at 15:3 only], 2 Sam, 2 Chr, Job, Prv, Joel, Jer, 
Lam, Ez), whereas neputoieiv is used only at 1 Sam 15:3-9.15. 
In marginal notations at 15:15 we find, for Tteputoinoaxo: 

0* ecpioaxo in ms b; A* ecpeioaxo in mss j z; X ecpiaaxa) in 
ms m. At 2 Sam 21:7 mss b o z (mg) c 2 e 2 (probably OG here) 
have itepmoinoaTO where all others read ecpeiootxo. 

All of this evidence taken together indicates that, 

27 

as far as 1 Sam 15:3 is concerned, e£oXe0peuoeiq ' and itepL- 
uoinon were original verbs, whereas avaGepaxieiq and 
cpeioq seem to bear the mark of a later addition. Thus, it 


26 Cf. Wellhausen, "Welche die urspriingliche sei, ist fur 
unsere Zweck gleichgiltig", p. 96. 

27 At Josh 11:14 and 2 Kgs 9:7 we find e£oXe0peueiv for nm 
hiphil. That it may have been the secondary translation 
for nn'om in 15:3 is possible, but its object auxov 
presupposes that ApaXnx was already in the text. 
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would seem that wai Iepeip xai itavxa ta auxou wai ou icepi- 
uoinon auxou was the original OG here. The correction of 
Iepeip to xai e£oXe0peuoeiq autov was then made (perhaps 
originally as a marginal correction which then found its way 

into the text), after which the entire half-verse was later 

28 

re-translated as xai ava0epaTieis ktX. Even though present 
in cod B which give the OG text here, it is probable that 
this second translation represents later editorial activity. 

2 Sam 2:22b 

MT; V>nN kvk *pNi 

n 

LXX : hqli Tta>Q apo) to itpooa>Ttov pou icpoq Ia)a(3; wai tcou 

eoxiv xauxa; erciOTpecpe Tcpoq IaraP xov a6eX<pov oou. 

An t 

LXX : xat tcgoq apa) to tcpooojtcov pou itpoq Ia>a|3 tov a 6 eX<pov oou. 

In 2 Sam 2:22, where Asahel is pursuing Abner and 

g 

the latter implores Asahel to turn away, LXX , along with 

the majority of Greek mss, contains a plus which reads hol 1 

tcou eoxiv TauTa; erciOTpetpe Tipoq Iarag. Although Thenius and 

Peters accept this plus as original, blaming its omission 

from MT on an accident due to homeoteleuton, all others 

follow Wellhausen in seeing in the plus of B the original OG 

translation here which had been made from a corrupt Hebrew 
2Q 

text. Thus OG appears to have read ms for ^d , and 

fiNT (Hummelauer) or (Driver) for n©n. The mss N b* g i o 

omit xai tcou . .. Tcpo<s Ia)a£ while c Q placed the entire second 

^ 30 

half here, nai tcou ... tov a 6 eX<pov oou, under 7. Because 
of the position of tov abeXcpov oou in the majority of the 
mss, it appears that the Greek was corrected according to MT 
only as far as ski ■>-!>* and then inserted before the faulty 
Greek translation. 


28 The entire section from nat e£oXe0peuoeis to xai ou 
<peion aTt’auTOu is under 7 in ms c 2 . 

29 Wellhausen, p. 155. 

30 Mss b.zCg e 2 contain tov a 6 eX<pov oou after each of the 
occurrences of itpoo Ia)a(3. 
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Peters argued, against Wellhausen, that in Sam ma 

never corresponds to eicioxpecpeiv, and that v>n, neither in 

Sam nor elsewhere corresponds to itou. His own suggestion is 

to read (vnx) 3*v>-!>k 3*110 3t>y* mxi, although he is forced 

to admit himself that "mit xauxa an sich ist nichts zu 

machen", and, since its consonants in Hebrew would have been 

o 1 

he posits a fallen letter to give 3t>y*. J There is, 
however, no way of accounting for the falling out of an 1 ayin 
here, and, while it is true that entoxpecpeiv does not occur 
for n^a in Sam, it does occur eighteen times in Gen - Judg, 
which could easily have led the LXX translators to use the 
verb here. Further, his argument against *p* does not 
stand if one accepts Wellhausen*s hypothesis that the LXX 
Vorlage was corrupt here. 

2 Sam 2:22, therefore, may be understood as 
containing a double translation in the Greek text, giving 
first the text corrected according to MT and then the 
original OG, preserved here perhaps precisely because it 
diverged from the Hebrew, but not intended to indicate a 
more original or more correct Hebrew Vorlage . 

2 Sam 13:15-l6a 


1 *5 

MT: 3NA10 new 3*3103 ntn*r> *>3 *r*n ntniA 3*310 run* 3*310*1 

iQKin 16 innN 3 t>- 3 n**i 333* new 333*0 

I 3 fitn 0 t> mi»y -3 10* 33 n*n n*T 3 3 tmA 3 3^33 1rn*-t>* 

B IS 

LXX : won, epionoev auxnv Apvajv piooq peya ocpobpa, oxt 

peya xo piooq o epianoev auxnv, pei£a)v n kolhiol n 
eoxa^n n n np^n, UTtep xnv ayaitnv nv nYaicnoev auxnv. 
Hat enuev auxn Apvajv AvaaxnQt nai icopeuou. ^Kai 
eucev auxa) ©npap icepi xns Haxiaq xns peyaXns xauxns 
Yitep exepav nv eitoinoaq pex *epou xou e^aitoaxe 1 Xai pe ‘ 
Ant IS 

LXX : ^xai epionoev auxnv Apva)v piaoq peya a<po6pa, oxl 

peya xo piaos o eptanoev auxnv uicep xnv ayaiunotv nv 
nyaicnoev auxnv. xai eiitev auxn Apvwv AvaaxnQi xai 
aicoxpexe. ^Kai eiicev auxa) 0apap Mn, abeXcpe - oxl 
peyaXn n xaxia n eaxaxn urcep xnv icpajxnv nv iceTtoinxaq 
pex’epou, xou e^aicoaxe t Xai pe. 


31 Peters, pp. 136 f. 
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When Thamar answers Amnon's flared-up anger after 
he has lain with her, the text of cod B contains a plus in 
v.15, and both MT and cod B agree on an incomprehensible 
reading, against Ant, in v.16. 

The various forms of the apparently repeated sen¬ 
tence are as follows: 

MT: xnnnn jikth n5i*nn nyin miK-bN 

B op 

LXX (v.15) J : peiCojv q MaMia r\ eaxaxq ri q xpcoxq 

LXX B ( v . 16 ) ^ : xepi xqq Maniaq xqq \ieya\r\q xauxqq Yxep 
exepav 

LXX^ nt ( 1 6 ) 3 1 *; pq abeXcpe oxi peyaXq n Mania q eoxoLxr} 
uxep xqv xpajxqv 

0L V (v.16): noli frater expellere me quoniam maior erit 
haec malitia novissima quam prior 

Wellhausen considered the plus at v.15 to be a 
part of the genuine OG for v.16, although he did not account 

for the difference between peiCcov and peyaXq as found in 

o c 

v.16. 3 If we consider the text of Ant to provide the genuine 
OG, its text for v.16 (peyaXq q nania q eoxaxq uxep xqv 
itpwxqv) appears to be closer to the Hebrew than the plus in 
v.15 (cf. especially peyaXq against peiCujv). The plus in 
v.15 appears to be a misplaced note in order to explain the 
text. It is the only formulation of this sentence which, in 
good Greek, expresses the thought of the confused text with 
clarity and succinctness. That its form is closer to the 
text of Ant than that of cod B (for v.16) would seem to be 
the confirmation that Ant contains the OG and the plus in 
v.15 is a re-statement in better Greek expressing OG's 
original thought. 

The text of MT appears to be somewhat disturbed 
for v.16. Cod B provides a literal translation (cf. xepi 
for miK-tuO, although neither in Hebrew nor in Greek does 


32 Thus mss B d u a 2 . The same,words preceded by oxi, are 
found inefjmpqstwy D z. 

33 Thus mss B A c x a 2 . For exepav in B, A x a 2 have 
exaipav, and c uxepxepa. 

34 All mss except B A c x a 

35 Wellhausen, p. 186. 
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for the sense here. If such was the original reading, it is 
not clear how MT could have come about, but if we see a 
corruption already at it is possible that the whole 

beginning of this phrase could have suffered some accident. 
The only form which makes sense as it stands is that of Ant, 
and, since the differences between it and MT are slight, it 
seems more reasonable to posit a textual corruption that 
would have given rise to MT rather than an alternate reading. 

Thus, for the plus at v.15 (cod B), it appears 
to be a re-working of the original Greek text for Thamar*s 
complaint against Amnon*s wickedness in v.16 which was 
inserted into cod B in order to clarify the meaning of the 
latter*s text, which was itself a literal translation of 
a slightly corrupt MT. 


2 Sam 15: 17 f . 

^ pmnn ms nnjin Dyn-toi *ii>nn 

niKn-we; o'osy 

na-by mo 1 a “in ikd-iwk 

1 7 

'xai e£nX0ev o paoiXeuq xai itavxeq oi uaiSeq auiou 
rce£n» xai eoxnoav ev oixoj xoj paxpav. ^xai navxeq 
oi naibeq auxou avot x^tpot auxou naprnov xai naq o 
Xexxei xai itaq o $eXex0ei, xai eaxnoav eiti xns eXaiaq 
ev xn epnpw* nai naq o Xaoq itapenopeuexo exopevoq 
auxou, xai icavxeq oi itepi auxov xai navxeq oi abpoi 
xai itavxeq oi paxn™i, e£axoaioi avbpeq, xai itapnaav 
exi x^i-P 01 otuxou* xai naq o Xepe00ei xai itaq o $eXe00ei 
xai navxeq oi Pe00aioi, oi e£axoaioi avbpeq oi eX0ov- 
xeq xoiq nooiv auxojv eiq Te0 xai nopeuopevoi eici 
Tcpooajuov xou paoiXeajq. 

LXX Ant : ^xai e£n^0e v o paaiXeuq xai uac o Xaoq auxou ite£oi, 
xai eaxnaav ev oixcj xaj paxpav. '°xai itavxeq oi itaibeq 
auxou ava xei-pa auxou itapnYOv, xai Tiaq o Xex0i xai 
itaq o $eX0i, xai eaxrioav em xr\q eXaiaq ev xr| epnu<*>‘ 
xai icag o Xaoq itapeitopeuexo exopevoq auxou. xai itavxeq 
oi abpoi xai uavxeq oi itepi auxov xai navxeq oi paxn- 
xai xou paoiXeajQ xai e£axoaioi avbpeq oi r\HovTeq ex 
Te0 ite^oi napercopeuovxo xaxa itpoaajuov xou paaiXeajq. 

It may be seen at a glance that LXX v.18 which 
describes the departure of David*s troops from Jerusalem 
in danger of attack by Absalom, is overloaded by a double, 
and in cod B a triple, translation. In cod B the clauses 


MT: 

LXX 8 : 



131 


it make much sense.^ By far the majority of authors has 

corrected the text, on the basis of Ant's reading, to 
37 

*o *nN !>n. Houbigant suggested an original mix by >nN !>n, 
blaming the loss of by >nN on a scribal error,although 
such a form is not attested in any of the Greek texts. 

If >nN is original, however, the text of Ant, \ir\ abeXtpe, 
did not include the possessive in its translation.-^ That 
this may be another sign of the original OG text is sug¬ 
gested by >nN i>N in 13:12 where mss b o c 2 e 2 stand alone 
in translating \xr\ abeXcpe against the majority pq a6eX(pe pou. 
Some sort of introduction to Thamar's speech is required 
here and neither MT n*nN-t>N nor cod B icept satisfies this 
requirement, so we may accept OG's form as the more original 
here, of which MT is a corruption. 

As far as the end of this phrase is concerned, 
Wellhausen suggested that mnNn indirectly attests to an 
original mnNn and that the OG requires that the original 
text read njiwNnnn mnNn... (for n ecxaxq [uxep] xqv upooxnv). 

If this is so, then MT mnNn nNTn could be a corruption 
of this, but such a correction might not be necessary if 
OG simply translated according to the sense here, rightly 
taking mnNn to refer to the "other" wickedness, i.e., the 
first. Instead of translating it by exepoq, as we find in 
the more literal (B) A x a 2 , it took the liberty of ren¬ 
dering it as icpojxn, which was the evident sense. 

For iinth ntnmn nynn, however, it is hard to 
see how MT can be in order. The text of Ant reflects an 
original nNTn nynn ntm* which indeed seems necessary 

36 Cod B, in translating miN-^N as icepi , understood miN-t>y 
here, as confirmed by icepL (for miN-iy) at Gen 21:11.25; 
26:32; Josh 14:6. 

37 Thenius, Wellhausen, Lohr, Driver, Smith, Budde, Nowack, 
Graetz, Dhorme, Kittel, RSV, Osty. 

38 Houbigant, p. 340, followed by Peters. 

39 NAB and Eii alone respect Ant's lack of possessive. 

40 Which is accepted by Thenius, Wellhausen, Lohr, Nowack, 
Budde, Driver, Dhorme, Kittel. Graetz proposed nNTn nynn 
ntnm, followed by Peters and Schulz. 
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xai TtotvTeq oi Tiaibeq ... xai nag o $eXeT0ei; xai itaq o Xaoq... 
paxh^ai; and xai itapnoav ... oi re00aioi all translate the 
same Hebrew text: i •>to o*mn-tm. The text of Ant 
contains the first two of these translations, although in a 
slightly different form. Wellhausen has shown how the 
original OG, xai naq o kaoq ... oi paxn'tat» was surrounded 

ii i 

by two more literal translations of the same clause, and 
Barth^lemy has described a process of "mutual contamination” 
of the Palestinian (here cod B) and Antiochian traditions 

lip 

which led to the present form of the Greek text in cod B. 

A considerable number of mss have expunged the repeated 

phrases, although in doing so have eliminated the text of OG 
in 

as well. J Virtually all commentators have recognized the 
repetitiousness of LXX and read with MT, at least as far as 
v.18 is concerned. 

In v.17b, in the text of the original OG isolated 
by Wellhausen, for MT pmian nn nnjin, we read xai eoxnoav 
em xr\q eXaiaq ev xr| epripu), now situated after one of the 
secondary translations of v.l8a, in place of xai eoinaav ev 

iili 

o l xcl) to) paxpav. The mss BAbchoxc 2 e 2 read with 
MT here and all of these except for the hexaplaric A c x 
also contain the OG later on in v. 18 . Thus we have an 

instance here as well (i.e., in B b h o e 0 ) of the same 

* 45 ^ ^ 

contamination described by Barthelemy, J with the exception 
that, for v.l8a, the two (or three) translations reflect 

the same Hebrew base while here in v.17b OG seems to presume 

46 

an original innn n»rn. Bottcher stands alone among the 

47 

commentators in proposing this reading here as original, 

41 Wellhausen, p. 195. 

42 Barthelemy, Les Devanciers , pp. 124 f. 

43 AMNacdefidmnpqstuvwxy z(txt) b 2 omit 
from xai^ to autou \ 

44 Thus, the mss which for this section ordinarily contain 

the kaige recension (B), the OG (b o , and the 

hexaplaric recension (A c x). ^ 

45 Barthelemy, Les Devanciers , pp. 124 f. 

46 Followed by 0L V as well: steterunt ad olivam in deserto . 

47 Bottcher, p. 185. Ewald and Thenius would insert it 
into v.18 following LXX B and Ant. 
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and NAB is alone among the modern translations in proposing 
"... they halted opposite the ascent of the Mount of Olives, 
at a distance." 

In order to explain the mention of the "olive tree 
in the desert" in Greek, we must turn to v.23b, where for 
MT -mnn-nN the mss b o z(mg) c 2 e 2 0L V read 

icpo itpoocoitou otUTOu (>z [mg] ) KOtTOt (nat, b*) Tpv o6ov ty)<z eXaiotq 
xr\q ev epnuco. The difficulty of the Hebrew expression here 
plus the variant in Greek have suggested an original reading 

iig iiq 

of *13*7)33 *i wn n>m or 333»n n>T y blaming the MT form on a 

corruption of tot into nN. Wellhausen, while accepting 

i>3D-^y, reads 333»n yn, but notes that the hn might be a 

SO 

residue of something which originally intervened here. 

Konig, on the other hand, suggested that the rr>T could be a 
corruption of n* which, having transformed the text of v.23b 
was then inserted into v. 18.^ 1 Note that in either case, 
the corruption could only have taken place in Hebrew, and 
therefore, LXX's Vorlage must already have read n>T here in 
v.23. 

In 2 Sam 15:28, the olive tree again appears in OG. 
52 5*3 

For MT 33*Tnn m33y3, mss b o c 2 e 2 contain eiti xr\q 
eXoLiaq ev xn epnpw. Here, however, no one suggests accepting 
the Greek variant, and Klostermann maintained that it is a 

cjli 

correction in Greek according to v.23. 

The final mention of olives in this chapter (and 
the only one in MT) is in v.30, where David, after all the 
troops have passed and Zadok and Abiathar have taken the ark 
back into Jerusalem, goes up the Ascent of Olives (n^yn3 ni?y 
o>n>Tn). Here the mss B A b c o x a 2 e 2 follow MT while 

48 Thenius 1 , Driver, Budde (SBOT), Nowack, Dhorme (1910). 

49 Ewald, Thenius 2 , Bottcher, Klostermann, Budde (KHAT), 
Smith. 

50 Wellhausen, p. 197. 

51 Konig, Lehrgebaude , Syntax, 288m. 

52 Qere m 333)3 and apa(3a)0 in cod B. 

53 As well as an anonymous marginal reading in cod M. 

54 Klostermann, p. 202. 
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55 

the rest insert tou opouq after avafSaoiq. 

Thus, while it is possible that a textual accident 
could have produced ms from an original mT in v.17b, and 
nN from an original mT in v.23, it would seem too coinci¬ 
dental and it is highly unlikely that both occurrences of 
mT would have disappeared in that way. Further, no similar 
textual accident would explain how an original mT could have 
resulted in nnDp in v.28. An additional difficulty in v.17 
is the explanation of how pmnn could be a textual corruption 
of "isinn. In v.23, however, the material difference between 
imnn n* and imnn mT is so slight as to suggest that it 
was here that the original variant or corruption was intro¬ 
duced into the text. The expression n:nnn"nN is 

somewhat difficult, but the preposition nN, used after a 
verb of motion to indicate direction, while rare, does 
occur (cf. Num 13:17 *inn-n n omVyi; Deut 1 :19 hn 
imnn-to; Deut 2:7 "lamn-nN *inoi> ym). The fact that 
eleven mss in Kennicott and seven in De Rossi omit nx 
reveals imnn nN as the lectio difficilior which nevertheless 
yields good sense. 

It must be admitted that the LXX olive tree has 
originality of thought in its favor, but the nearness of the 
mention of the Ascent of Olives, in v.30, makes it plausible 
that LXX’s Vorlage, faced with imnn hn, in perhaps an 
illegible form, chose to read mT. Most eloquent against an 
original location designated by "the olive tree in the desert" 
in v.23, however, and decisive for accepting the MT reading 
as original here, is the fact that, in v.23, King David and 
the people have just crossed the brook Kidron and, therefore, 
have not yet arrived at the desert, but are simply on the 
road toward the desert. 

Thus, LXX must have found its Vorlage with “man mT 
already in the text here. Whether the other instances of 
"the olive tree in the desert", in vv.17 and 28 OG, were 

55 Aside from this reference, partially represented in the 
Greek tradition, the only other mention of the Mount of 
Olives in OT is found at Zech 14:4 (miun in). 
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also in the Vorlage or not is more difficult to decide, 
and they may witness to LXX's own desire for uniformity 
and consistency. 

Returning to vv. 17b—18, the original OG, which 
should be found in Artt here, minus the contamination from 
cod B, would be as follows: 

eoxooav eitt xns eXataq ev to epopu). 
itaq o Xaoq icapeitopeuexo exopevoq auxou. holi itav- 
xeq oi abpot Kai itavxeq oi itept auxov Hat itavxeq 
ot piaxo'rat' xou paoiXecaq nat eCanooioi avbpeq ot 
OHOvxeq en Fe0 ite£oi itapeitopeuovxo naxa itpoaojitov 
xou paotXea)^. 

This text, even with the secondary translations 
removed, still appears to show some slight editorial activ¬ 
ity, as a comparison with cod B shows (reversal of ot a6poi 
and ot itept auxov; addition in Ant of xou paoiXecoq with ot 
paxn'taL ; wai before eCanoaioi; eh Te0 in Ant for eiq Fe0 
in B). While the last of these occurs in a number of mss,^ 
the other variations occur only in b g o z(mg) c 2 e 2 , which 
may indicate that they did not belong to the original OG 
text but are later modifications.^ An obvious characte¬ 
ristic of OG here is that it has replaced the proper names 
for the Cherethites, Pelethites and Gittites with common 
substantives. Most commentators have suggested that 
be replaced by because of OG ot \iaxr\TOii , or that 

the text read ’iin 7 or that Ittai's name be 

inserted.^ No such change in the Hebrew text seems nec¬ 
essary though, for if paxo^ai is original OG, a proper 
name could easily have stood in the text just as with the 
Cherethites and Pelethites. The fact that OG has nothing 


56 In addition toboc 2 e 2 : Mdefjmnpqstuwy 
z b 2 and ev Te0 in N i a 2 . 

57 If this is so, then cod B here preserved OG in a more 
primitive form than Ant. 

58 Thenius, Wellhausen. 

59 Klostermann, Budde, Dhorme, Ehrlich. 

60 Schulz, Hertzberg. 
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more than piaxn'cou here is, in addition, an indication that 
nothing more than o*>mn stood in its Vorlage , which does not 
appear to have differed from MT here. 1 

The result of this investigation is that both cod B 
and Ant have preserved OG here, but each has also been con¬ 
taminated by secondary translations which follow MT more 
literally. The original OG appears to have followed a Vorlage 
which differed from MT at v.17b (although the "olive tree” 
may be due to LXX harmonization), but which appears to have 
been the same as MT for v.18. 


2 Sam 15:19b-20a 


MT: nobb lynx or>m !nnn 20 inipnt? nuN nta-ojn 1 ^ 

linn nN-nwN by linn *iKi 

R 1Q h 

LXX : yu xai oti peTuwnxaq ou ex tou totiou oou. ei 

napa'yeYOvaq, xai aqpepov xivqoa) oe peQ’npwv; xai 
ye peTavaoTnoeiq tov touov oou # exQeq n e£eXeuoiq 
oou, xat oqpepov peTaxivnoa) oe peO'nUkJV too icopeu- 
0qvai; xai eyu upoeuoopai e<p ou av eya) itopeu0a). 

LXX Ant : ^^xai oti peTcoxnaaq ex tou totcou oou. 2< ^ei 

ex0£Q icapayeyovaq ou, Mat onpepov xivqoa) oe tou 
itopeueo0ai pe0* ni-i<A> v » £7 <a> 6e icopeuoopai ou eav uopeuopai. 

Once again we find a double translation, where David 
exhorts Ittai the Gittite to return to his home. The plus is 
present, however, only in mss B h a 2 which, after giving the 
original OG for vv.19b-20, insert another translation, xai -ye 
pexavaoxrioeiQ tov touov oou* exOeq n e£eXeuoiq oou, Mat 
anuepov peTaxivnoa) oe pe0 (tou itopeu0nvai ).. As Barthe- 

lemy has pointed out, xai 7 e here in B is the sign of the 
later recension. Apart from Thenius who, basing his judgment 
on a Vulgate text into which OL had been inserted, maintains 

C q 

the longer, duplicated text as original, 3 all others have 


61 That paxn'tai is typical of OG is confirmed by the fact 
that for Sam-Kgs it occurs only twice in cod B (2 Sam 
15:18 and 24:9). In both of these cases there is no 
Hebrew equivalent in the text. Further, paxn'cott replaces 
6uvaxoq or buvapajq in b o c p e P at 2 Sam 16:6; 17:10 (bis); 
23:17. 

62 Barth£lemy, Les Devanciers , p. 114. 

63 Thenius 1 , p. 199. 
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discerned the double translation here. 

The plus in the kaige recension found in cod B 
has been re-translated in order to bring it closer to MT, 
as n e£eXeuois oou for icapa^e^ovotq in OG indicates. That 
a certain amount of contamination has taken place in the mss 
is shown by pexo)wnxa<; ou in B A a h e 2* whereas the 

other Ant mss (b and b') read pexojxnoas. The double trans¬ 
lation in kaig£ runs only from oxi to lany, as T\sbb is 
translated only once in B, although it has modified OG's 
TiopeueoQaL to itopeu0r)vai. The OG text, transmitted by Ant 
and preserved in B alongside that of kaig£ , does not appear 
to presume a Hebrew Vorlage which differed from MT. 

2 Sam 15:34a 


MT: vox *roy mnx *:in rrny mnKi mwn viyn-OKi 

Tray nnyi tkq 

nai av eiq xrjv icoXiv eic iaxpe(J>ns, wai epeiq xa) 
A(3eoaaXa)p AueXnXu0aoiv oi abeXcpoi oou, xau o (EaoiXeuq 
xaxomo0ev pou 6ieXnXu0ev o rcaxnP oou' xou vuv icaiq 
oou eipi, ftaaiXeu, eaaov pe naiq xou itaxpo^ 

oou r)\ir\v xoxe xai apxiwq, xou vuv eyu 6ouXoq ooq “ 

eav 6e eiq xrjv rcoXiv avaoxpe^n?» nai eiceuq xa> 

A^eoaXaip AieXnXu0aoiv oi a6eXi|>oi oou, xai o paoiXeuq 
o Ttaxnp oou xax*oiua0ev pou 6ieXr|Xu0ev* xou vuv 
icaiQ oou eipi, fSaoiXeu* eotaov pe ChPQti # rcouq xou 
Ttaxpoq oou r\\ir\v xoxe xou apxiajq, xou vuv eya) 6ouXoq 
ooq. 

The Greek text here contains a double translation 
for this verse which, at first sight, seems to presume an 
entirely different Hebrew text. According to MT, David, 
atop the Ascent of Olives after fleeing from Absalom, gives 
instructions to Hushai to return to Jerusalem and infiltrate 
into Absalom's household on the strength of the fact that 
he had been David's servant and now wants to serve Absalom. 
This is reproduced in Greek as well, but first another text 
intervenes in which Hushai is instructed to say to Absalom 
that "your brothers have gone away and the king, your father, 
has gone after me." The textual situation is complicated by 
the fact that Ant reproduces this sentence at the end of v.36 


LXX B : 


LXX Ant : 
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xai epeiq xu) AjBeaaXiop AieXr)Xu0aaiv oi abeXcpoi 
aou, Mai o (SaaiXeuq xax ? oitia0ev pou 6ieXnXu0ev 
o icaxriP aou, Mai eya) apxiuq acpiypai, nai eyu 
bouXoq aoq . 

This plus in Ant, however, mirrors the text of cod 
B for v.34, not that of Ant, in addition to containing a 
reading of its own, xai eyu) acpiypai, xai eyu bouXoq aoq . 

Thenius and the majority of others after him read 
with MT here, with the observation that LXX represents a 
corruption of MT into von oy ohn *pnN n^j). Kloster 

mann, followed by Smith, Budde and Nowack, proposed reading 

65 

with LXX on the grounds that MT is "meaningless”. 

Barthelemy maintains that the OG reading for v.34 
was xai epeiq toj AjBeooaXujp’ xai vuv itaiq aou eipi fiaaiXeu 
eaoov pe £noai. itaiq xou rcaxpoq aou r\\ir)\) xoxe xai vuv eyu) 
bovXoq aoq, i.e., almost exactly as found in MT except for 
the addition of xai vuv, and hon (eaoov pe £noai) in place 
of MT mnN. The LXX translator then found another passage 
in his Vorlage , at the end of v .36 ("issu sans doute d'une re 
petition erronnee"), which, when translated, produced what 
is now found in Ant v.36b, xai epeiq A(3eoaXa)p 6ieXr|Xu0aaiv 
xxX. The Palestinian recension then extracted the plus from 
the end of v .36 which was then, or later, inserted into v.34 
in the form of a marginal notation at first, but then in¬ 
corporated into the text to result in the doublet. Then the 
Antiochian recension borrowed the overloaded text form of 
Pal., but also kept the longer OG form of v. 36 , which 
resulted in a triplet.^ 

Thus, Barthelemy places the origin of the erroneous 
double reading on the level of a Hebrew text, with regard 
both to its form and its position, although it was a later 
contamination on the level of the Greek recensions which 
produced the double reading. 

64 Thenius, Keil, Erdmann, Wellhausen, Driver, Dhorme, 
Kittel, Schulz, Hertzberg, RSV, NEB, NAB, BJ, Osty, 

TOB, Eli. 

65 Klostermann, p. 203. 

66 Barthelemy, Les Devanciers , p. 124. 
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In the most recent study of 15:34, J. Trebolle 
concludes that LXX’s reading is to be preferred and that its 
original place was at v.36b.^ In his article he submits 
vv.34 and 36 to a close analysis as a result of which he 
maintains that the Hebrew form suggested by the plus of v .36 
Ant was the following: nnK *i5nm *pnN may ihoki 

ft Q 

Tiny 00 inyAi tn» *pnN nay, which represents the 

original Hebrew for this text, and which is confirmed by the 
presence of the otherwise difficult which 

has survived in MT.^ As far as its position in v .36 is 
concerned, Trebolle suggests that, on the one hand, with this 
sentence absent from v.34, that verse becomes more closely 
tied to David’s invocation in v.31a ("Turn the counsel 
of Ahitophel into foolishness, 0 Lord."), and, on the other, 
with David’s instructions to Hushai appearing in v.36b, it 
fits better with the overall plan for Hushai to organize a 
secret information service with Zadok and Abiathar as his 
agents J® 

As inviting as this solution may appear to be, 
especially since it reinforces Trebolle*s general theory of 
the utility of the Greek recensions for discerning the Hebrew 
"Ur-Text" when it differs from MT,^ 1 his preference for the 
Ant form here poses several problems. 

First, if the Hebrew "Ur-Text" read as he would 
have it, the phrase *pa# my ’in* i5nm seems to be rather 
a strain on Hebrew grammar, and yet, if the text is to cor¬ 
respond to its counterpart in v.34, it must follow this word 
order. 

Second, in his justification of the Ant form, 
Trebolle mentions nowhere in his article exactly what 


67 J. Trebolle, "Espias contra consejeros en la revuelta de 
Absalon (II Sam XV, 34-36). Historia de la recensidn 
como metodo," RB 86 (1979) 524-543. 

68 On ^nyjn for acpiyuou, cf. Barthelemy, Les Devanciers, 
p. 124. 

69 Trebolle, "Espias...", p. 533. 

70 Trebolle, "Espias_", p. 536. 

71 Trebolle, "Espias...**, pp. 541 ff. 
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AieXnXu0aoiv oi abeXcpoi oou non o (SaoiXeus MaT'otctoOev pou 
6ieXnXu0ev o icaxnp oou might mean, nor precisely why it is 
to be preferred to the MT form. 

Third, aside from a passing reference in a foot- 
72 

note,' he does not mention 2 Sam 16:19, where, when Hushai 
is actually speaking with Absalom, he says, "And again, whom 
shall I serve? Should it not be his son? As I have served 
your father, thus I will be before you,” which reproduces 
the thought of MT 15:34 accurately enough without being so 
close grammatically as to raise the suspicion of any reci- 

70 

procal influence.'^ 

Finally, Trebolle’s difficulty with a long interval 
74 

between protasis and apodosis' does not necessarily speak 
against the originality of the text. If the apodosis is to 
make sense, David must tell Hushai in the protasis why 
Ahitophel*s counsel will be defeated, or at least what 
Hushai*s part in the plan will be. 

It seems clear that the alternate reading from Ant 
v.36b presumes a Hebrew text which differed from MT and which 
probably read as Trebolle suggests. For the reasons stated 
above, however, it does not seem possible that this could 
have been the original text here. As far as MT is concerned, 
the only difficulty it presents is the explanation of the 
twice-repeated Tg has maintained them exactly as in 

MT although LXX omitted them, while Vg modified according to 
the general sense of the verse ( sicut fui servus patris tui 

sic ero servus tuus). A number of commentators simply omit 

75 

the waw in each case, without explaining how they might 


72 Trebolle, "Espias...**, p. 537, note 28. 

73 MT for 2 Sam 16:19 reads: un “ns!? my# nnwn 

nn n id von *i«;to. The presence of 

rr»nN here (LXX eoopai) may be a clue that mn# in 15:34 
is original as well, whereas LXX eaoov seems to indicate 
that it read n*nN. 

74 Trebolle, "Espias...”, p. 535. 

75 Hummelauer, Driver, Dhorme, Kittel, Schulz, Hertzberg, 

RSV, NEB, NAB, BJ, Osty. 
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have arisen. The fact, however, that they occur as apparent 
correlatives may be an indication that, if they are original, 
they are intended to provide some kind of emphasis to Hushai*s 
plea to be accepted as Absalom*s servant (** Even 1^ who was 
once your father*s servant, so now 1^ myself will be your 
servant. **) 

Whether LXX reproduces its Vorlage faithfully here, 
or whether the divergent text is due to an additional reading 
as Barthelemy suggested, it seems clear that LXX here re¬ 
flects a corruption of a text which was at one time similar 
to that of MT. The MT presents David*s plan for Hushai to 
infiltrate into Absalom*s household by becoming his servant, 
and Hushai*s actual proposal of the plan to Absalom, in 2 Sam 
16:19, shows that the MT of 15:34 is in keeping with the flow 
of the narrative. LXX’s form, on the other hand, with its 
wordy repetition of the news of the departure of Absalom’s 
brothers and father, seems meaningless in the context here. 

If it was the original OG, it attests to a corruption which 
already took place in the Vorlage . 

2 Sam 18:18 


MT: -*pN in* *i5nn-pnyn -iwn man-nx *nnn np5 

v> :\b Nip*i inn*nt> xnp*i •>»«; nom vinyn in 

nrn oi*n *ry ntMynx 

LXX°: xai AfteooaXojp eu £o)v xai eaxqaev eauxa) xqv ax r\\r\v 

ev n eXqpcpQn xai eaxnXajoev auxqv Xa3eiv, xqv axnXrjv 
xqv ev xr) xoiXabi xou PaoiXeux^, oxi eiitev oux eaxiv 
auxa) ulo? evexev xou avapvqoai xo ovopa auxou* xai 
exaXeaev xqv oxqXnv x e *-P APeaaaXajp ewq xr)S HM £ pas 
xauxns. 

An t 

LXX : xai A3eoaXa)p exi £ajv eXa|3ev xai eaxrioev eauxa) axqXnv 
ev xr) xoiXabi xou 3aotXea)q, oxi eXeyev Oux eaxi poi 
uioq, iva avapipvqoxnxai xo ovopa pou. xai exaXeaev 
xqv oxnXnv em xa) ovopaxi auxou, xai eitexaXeaev auxqv 
X£ip ApeoaXajp ea)q xr)9 nM £ pa£ xauxr)9. 


76 Cf. Joiion, 177m: **Assez souvent le waw, comme et^ dans 
nos langues exprime plutot une nuance de sentiment que 
le lien logique.** 



142 


In this text which tells of Absalom's setting up 
a memorial pillar in his honor, the large number of variants 
in different Greek mss indicates a general dissatisfaction 
or perplexity concerning this verse. Mss B c e h* w x y b a 2 
appear to contain a double reading here, various parts of 
which are found in other mss as well. The principal forms 
of the Greek text for the duplicated section (npt> 

*l!>nn-pny:i new mxn-rw •nnn i*> i) are as follows: 

Bceh*wxykag A_ 


JD2C-2—2 


77 


Hoti ApeoaaXajp 

£Xl £fc)V 

[+xai eXaftev cx ] 
xai eoTpoev 
eauTO) 

xpv OTnXnv 
ev n 

eXnucpen 

xai eoxnXwaev 

auxrjv 

Xa$eiv 

xnv OTnXnv 

xr| v 

ev xn xoiXabi 
tou fSaoiXeux^ 


xai ApeoaaXajp 


eXr|Ucp0r| 
xai eoxnXcoaev 
ai>Tr| v 
Xa(3e i v 

Tr\v axnXajaiv 
xn v 

ev xn xoiXabi 
xou paaiXecos 


xai A{3eaaXa)p 

ext £a)v 

eXa0ev 

xai eaxnoev 

eauxw 

oxnXriv 


ev xn xoiXabi 
xou (3aaiXeu)Q 


Cod A has preserved one short reading and b o c 2 e 2 
another, while cod B et^ al_. contains a third form which com¬ 
bines the other two. Barth^lemy has shown that eoxnXwoev 
for the forms of is a characteristic of the kaige recen¬ 

sion,^ which would indicate that the second half of cod B 
and all of cod A (cf. axnXooaiv for oxnXnv) contain the kaig£ 
text here. It is most probable, therefore, that the text of 
Ant preserves the OG. Cod B seems to have taken this text 
over and then, beginning again at np5, given its own trans¬ 
lation. Cod A is most likely the result of a text which 
read as B but which simply eliminated the OG part in a rather 
perfunctory way, as the absence of an antecedent for auxnv 
indicates. It is important to note here that it is OG and 


77 Along with mss MNagimury*, with only minor 
variations from Ant. 

78 Barthelemy, Les Devanciers , pp. 59 f. 
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not kaige which is the closest to MT, even though OG has 
changed the word order slightly, placing exi £a>v closer to 
the beginning of the verse. While Tg follows MT literally 
here, Syr, either under the influence of OG or through the 
desire for a more logical flow of thought, reads, "Then Ab¬ 
salom, while he was still alive, took and set up a statue 
for himself..." Vg, on the other hand, maintained the MT 
order but dropped npt?: "Forro Absalom erexerat sibi cum 
adhuc viveret titulum ..." 

Wellhausen maintained that the LXX text here was 
79 

radically damaged, but if the true Greek text is rep¬ 
resented by b o c 2 e 2 , it follows MT closely enough after 
the doublet has been removed. Klostermann corrected noti 
eOTnXojaev auxnv Xa$eiv to Mat eaxnXmaev auxa> Aaueib, based 
on an inner-Greek corruption AABEIN - AABEIA, and sub¬ 
sequently relocated v.l8a before v.17b on the grounds that 

Qq 

David would have set up the monument to his dead son Absalom. 
This suggestion falters materially, however, by the presence 
of v>n3 in MT, and by the fact that Absalom is clearly the 
subject of v.l8a. Budde suggested that MT is the result of 

a deliberate change in order to exculpate David from having 
81 

set the pillar up, but LXX's basic agreement with MT here, 
on the fact that it was Absalom who erected the pillar, makes 
it hard to accept this theory. If such a change had taken 
place, it must have been before both proto-MT and LXX*s 
Vorlage . 

At first glance, the absence of cod B's plus from 
Ant looks as if it might be attributable to an accident 
through homeoteleuton at oxnXnv, but closer inspection reveals 
that an editor has used this word as the occasion for intro¬ 
ducing the second translation here, which ends with oxqXnv 
as well. 

Further on in v. 18 , cod B seems to have shortened 
what may have appeared to be a redundant text. For MT (and 


79 Wellhausen, p. 203. 

80 Klostermann, pp. 215f., followed by Budde and Peters. 

81 Budde (KHAT), p. 285. 
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Ant) v> n!? Nip*! n mi* 1 ? N*ip*>i, B and its con¬ 

geners have simply kou, exaXeoev Trjv OTriXnv x^ip AfSeaaaXaui. 

That this was a conscious shortening and not an accidental 
loss is suggested by the presence of Trjv OTnXnv, which would 
ordinarily have disappeared through a purely mechanical 
textual accident. 

For this double translation, therefore, it is the 
text of Ant (here probably OG) which is both the most intel¬ 
ligible and the closest to MT. Cod B has inserted its own 
translation after that of OG while cod A eliminated the 
former translation and replaced it with that of cod B's 
kaig£ . 

2 Sam 19:19a 

MT: man mu-n h mnyn majn 

B 

LXX : KQti eXeiTOup'ynaav xpv XeiTOup^tav tou biaptpaoai tov 

PaaiXea* xai 6ie3n n biapotaiQ e£eYeipai tov oimov 
tou paaiXeajq xai xou Tcoinoai to eu0eq ev o<p0aXpoiQ 
oiutou. 

LXX^ nt : xai eXe i Toupyrioav xriv XeiTOupYiav auTajv tou biapip- 

aoai tov paaiXea xou tou icoinaai to apeaTOv ev oq>0aX- 
poiq auTou. 

LXX, apparently having read -nN mayn najn 

*l!?nn for the opening words of v.19, contains a double trans¬ 
lation consisting of this in addition to the MT. The form 
corresponding to MT is absent only from mss o c 2 e 2 , while 
the mss b and b* here contain the doublet as well. Opinion 
is divided on the authentic reading here, as Houbigant, 
Klostermann, Budde, Peters, Dhorme, Schulz, BJ and Osty read 
with LXX while the rest, from Thenius through HOTTP basically 
follow MT. Barth^lemy maintains a contamination in the text 
of the majority of LXX mss such that the original OG, pre¬ 
served in o c 2 e 2 , was introduced into kaigd to produce a 
double reading, whereas the auTtov (found only in b* o c 2 e 2 ) 
may attest either to the original OG, later suppressed by 
kaig£ , or to an addition in Ant. An additional double 
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reading, holi xou tloiy]Ooh. eu 0 eq evojTtiov auxou kqli tou itoinaai 
(+to Jd) apeoxov ev o<p9a\poiq auxou, in J) and b* only, shows 
a contamination in the other direction, where the kaige 

Op 

reading appears after that of Ant. As far as this second 
doublet is concerned, the situation seems, in fact, slightly 
more complicated, as b b* have preserved the eu 0 eq of kaig£ , 
and then introduced evcoiciov auxou, followed by the reading 
common to b o c 2 e 2 , xo apeoxov. This may indicate that OG 
here was xo apeoxov evajiciov auxou, while the mss o C£ e 2 
were partially modified according to kaige . 

LXX here seems to have facilitated its reading, 
although a textual accident already in its Vorlage or a mis¬ 
reading on LXX's part is not to be excluded. Evidence of 
the former, however, seems to be found in LXX's omission of 
mo-nN, which may have been considered to be in contradiction 
to la^yn in the same verse. 

As MT stands, moyn moyi is somewhat problematic, 
as moyn, "ford", or "ferry", appears to be the subject 
of mnyi. Within the context of the narrative, a plural 
verb seems required, as vv. 17 and 18 tell us that Shimei and 
Ziba, with their men, have come down to the Jordan to accom¬ 
pany the king across. MT, therefore, may be a corruption of 
84 

nayi, and LXX xai eXeixoMpmcav (n^yi) presumes a 

plural as well. Vg (transierunt vada) and Tg (NnT xn n^yi) 

c c 

read a plural here, while Syr (w bdw m bry* ) seems to have 

Ac 

combined LXX's nnyi with MT n*nyn. J The singular n*nyi 
can only be read if nmyn means "ferry" here, which seems 
unlikely as there is no other indication elsewhere that a 
ferry was used to cross the Jordan. LXX*s plural assures us 
that, even if it interchanged daleth for resh , the plural 
was an old reading here. In addition, the point of the 

82 Barthelemy, Les Devanciers , p. 117. 

83 BDB and KB give "ford" as the meaning here (cf. 2 Sam 
19:19 and perhaps 17:16). Zorell and Konig give "ferry". 

84 Thus Driver, Smith, Hertzberg, RSV, NEB, NAB, Eli. Well- 
hausen suggested nayn, followed by Nowack, Ehrlich, 
Kittel (who also maintain nayi as a possibility). 

85 Cf. also Josephus "xov rcoxapov e 7 e 0 upa)Oi v", Ant . VII, 264. 
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narrative is that Shimei and Ziba have come personnally to 
bring David across the Jordan (*i*3yi>), and the mention of 
"service' 1 as in LXX seems strangely out of place in this text 
where all the emphasis is on the crossing of the river (cf. 
vv. 32,34,37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42). 

For this verse, mss o c 2 e 2 contain only the 0G 
translation, based on an interchange of daleth and resh , while 
all other mss have added a translation based on MT. The MT 


here, while probably containing a slight corruption of one 
letter, gives the more original of the two texts. 


2 Sam 20:18-19a 


MT: 


LXX r 


LXX 


*101 !>ono '\ bnv > bxv ion!? mwNio mi’ *io*t ook!? ook m 
. ..^N*ien >Jin« mnn 


18 


18 

xai encev Xe*youaa Aoyov eXaXnoav ev itpcoxois Xe 70 vxeq 
Hpajxnuevoq riP^'rnQn ev xn ApeX xai ev Aav ei e£eXncov 
a eOevxo oi teloxoi xou IapanX* epajvxeo eitepujxnoouai v 


19, 


eya) ei\ii eipnviKa 


Ant. 


eva ev ApeX wai ouxajq, ei e^eXncov. 

X0)V OTnpL7PQ£T(x)V IapanX... 

1 8 

xai eutev Aoyoq eXaXnOn ev icpcaxoiq XeyovTajv 
Hpajxnuevoq npw'tnQh ev Tr l ApeX *ai ev Aav ei e£- 
eXutev a eOevxo ol itioxoi xou IapanX. epwxujvxes 
epajxnoouaLv ev ApeX, xai ouxojq et e£eXiitov. ^g-yu) 
eipi etpnvLKa xajv axnpL7paxu)v IapanX... 


In the plea which the wise woman of Abel Beth- 
Maacah made to Joab not to destroy the town, the LXX contains 
a plus which is manifestly a double translation, one text 
being closer to the MT. The majority of critics has sug¬ 
gested that MT is corrupt here and is to be emended according 
to the OG nP^xnuevoq nP^xnOn ev xn A{SeX xai ev Aav ei e£- 
eXiuev a eOevxo oi tcloxol xou IapanX, which yields^ according 

to Wellhausen's retroversion, hjjn innn i*toi tnau; 

86 

in>©n. Thus MT tnbv oik mnn idi is to be 
considered a corruption in the text, which a later Greek 
recension would have copied and introduced alongside the 
original OG.®^ Only the mss MNaginvy* lack the MT 
correction. 0L V witnesses to the OG text, although in a 
slightly different form: Locuti sumus in primis dicentes , 


86 Wellhausen, p. 207. 

87 Thus Ewald, Wellhausen, Klostermann, Lohr, Nowack, Graetz, 
Driver, Budde, Smith, Dhorme, BJ, Osty, NAB. 



147 


Rogantes rogant qui sunt in Ebel, et^ in Dan , dicentes , Si 

defecerunt quae posuerunt fideles Israel. 

--HIT"- 

Both Tg and Syr * are widely divergent from 

both MT and LXX, which does not necessarily suggest a dif¬ 
ferent Hebrew text at their base, but rather that they, too, 
had a difficult time with MT and tried to make sense out of 
it (without, however, showing any evidence of having had 
recourse to the OG). 

If LXX's text was different from MT, it appears 
to have diverged only in a few words: vtoi for ioi; the 
vocalization mnn for -i»nn; m® noN (or inon no*) for ojk 
m>®, which makes it seem more likely that one or the other 
had become corrupt than that an entirely different reading 
had been present. Those who prefer LXX have shown the 
fittingness of the woman’s words to Joab on this occasion. 

As Driver expresses it, ,f If one desired to find a place in 
which old Israelitish institutions were more strictly 
preserved, he was told to apply to Abel and to Dan: why 

should Joab seek to destroy a city that was thus true to 

QO 

its hereditary character and nationality?"^ 

It may be asked, however, if such reasoning was 
altogether fitting on this occasion. The inhabitants of 
Abel are under the immediate threat of attack by Joab be¬ 
cause they are harboring Sheba within their walls. A woman, 
who had a reputation for great wisdom (cf. vv.16 and 22) 
was apparently deputed by the others to try to reason with 
Joab and to save the city from destruction. According to LXX, 
the brunt of her argument was that Joab should spare the 
city because it and another city called Dan had a reputation 


88 "And she spoke saying, ’I remember now what is written in 
the book of the Torah, to inquire in the city in ancient 
times saying, "Was it not thus for you to ask in Abel 
whether (they) are peaceful?" We are peaceful in 
fidelity with Israel 1 ." 

89 "The woman said, ’They used to have a saying of old, that, 
consulting they consulted the prophets, and then they 
destroyed. I am requiting the laying waste of Israel'..." 

90 Driver, p. 347. 
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for being faithful Israelite cities. It does not seem 

probable, however, that Joab, in hot pursuit of Sheba, was 

particularly interested in letting his quarry escape simply 

because of the reputation of a city. Further, it is in no 

q i 

way clear why Dan should be mentioned at this point. In 
spite of the difficulties of MT, the "wisdom" of the woman 
seems to come through much more clearly there. She tells 
Joab that the old saying runs, "Ask in Abel and thus they 
accomplish it." Under the circumstances, this appears tanta¬ 
mount to saying, "No sooner said than done," for the woman 
has understood very well that Joab wants Sheba, not the des¬ 
truction of the city. Whe he states the object of his quest, 
in v.21, the woman’s immediate response is, "Behold, his 
head shall be thrown to you over the wall." In the context, 
that version seems more likely than the subtleties of rea¬ 
soning which a secondary text appears to have imposed upon 
the LXX. 

The second reading in LXX for innn ioi, nai ouxajq 
ei e^eXntov, shows that even in the form apparently corrected 
toward MT the influence of OG was still present, which pre¬ 
vented the true meaning of MT to come through. Vg alone 
appears to have read entirely with MT: qui interrogant 
interrogent in Abela et sic perficiebant . 

If MT yields the meaning most suited to the con¬ 
text here for the end of v.18, the same may not necessarily 
be true for the opening words of v.19- The puzzling ■ojn 
nna may well be the result of a corruption 

which has left two plural constructs in a row, neither of 
which seems to fit with oik. Further, the nnN which begins 
the next clause would seem to require a waw here to join it 
with the preceding: LXX has supplied 6e following ou, and 
OL et^ tu. Here the judgment of HOTTP would appear to be the 


91 Klostermann refers to Judg 18:29, which in fact does men¬ 
tion the founding of the city of Dan, but there is nothing 
in this verse to suggest its reputation of fidelity to 
Israelite traditions. On the contrary, v.30 tells us that 
the Danites set up graven images for themselves. 
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most well founded: "Either the reading of the old Septuagint 
is the original one and MT is corrupt; or MT is corrupt 
but faithful in preserving at least the ruins of the original 
reading, while the Septuagint reading, aiming above all at a 
satisfactory meaning, facilitates and reconstructs the text. 

Q2 

The second alternative is more probable." 7 

As far as the double reading is concerned, the OG 
appears to be attributable to a Vorlage which was different 
from MT, but which was a corruption of a text similar to MT. 

2 Sam 20:22a 


MT: ...nnnonn oyn-to-tw nwNn Kinm 

g 

LXX : nai eionXOev n yuvp itpoq icavxa xov Xaov, wai 

eXaXnoev itpoq itaoav xqv itoXiv ev xn ooqua auxriQ. 

An t 

LXX : xai eicopeuOn n 7uvn icpoq rcavxa xov Xaov, xai 

eXaXnoev icpoq icaoav xnv itoXiv xaxa xqv auxr)9 cppovnoiv 

The LXX contains a plus here, this time occurring 
after the translation of MT. Aside from recensional dif¬ 
ferences in kaig£ (eionXOev; ooqua), both it and Ant witness 

QO 

to the plus. J Wellhausen maintained that LXX contains a 

Q4 

Duplette and preferred to read its text: 

Thenius, Peters and Schulz would conserve both readings, the 
second, preserved in LXX, having fallen out through the 
similarity of endings Bottcher inserted nmm v>yn bn 

after nwxn, blaming the absence of the phrase in MT on hap- 
lography from the first to the second Hertzberg 

would simply add *imm after oyn, maintaining that with the 

phrase "in her wisdom", some mention of speaking is neces- 
96 

sary. Driver took no side on the question, while Keil, 
Erdmann, Ehrlich, Hummelauer, RSV, NEB, NAB, BJ all follow MT 

92 HOTTP Preliminary Report, p. 258, which gives a grade of 

"B" to“MT: ‘ 

93 Mss o C 2 e 2 read eioitopeuBn for uopeuQn in b. 

94 Wellhausen, p. 208, followed by Nowack and Kittel. 

95 Followed by Klostermann, Budde, Dhorme, BJ 1 , Osty. 
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While Tg and Syr follow MT, Vg here reads Ingressa 
est ergo ad omnem populum et locuta est eis sapienter , which 
although it does not follow LXX exactly, may have been in¬ 
spired by it. 

It is difficult to see how, if one accepts the 
longer text of LXX, it could have resulted in that of MT. 

One must posit at one and the same time a misreading of v>yn 
for oyn and a homeoteleuton at to bn. The text proposed by 
Bottcher is more logical than either MT or LXX, and has the 
merit of explaining the MT form by a simple haplography 
from bn to bn. Against it, however, is the fact that to 
arrive at such a text based on LXX requires a complicated 
process of rather clumsy corrections on the level of the 
early Greek text. Hertzberg's solution of simply adding 
nmni (cf. Vg) makes the text smoother, but he does not 
explain either how the present MT nor the present LXX could 
have arisen from such a reading. 

Dhorme noted that with nnnonn, one would expect a 
verb of speaking. ' It is possible, however, that LXX, 
confronted with Ninm, made the same reflection which in¬ 
spired it to add the seemingly more logical verb here. At 
1 Sam 17:43 and 45 we read >^K-Kn and m.v> own 

respectively. The construction Kin followed by the prep¬ 
osition beth indicates that with which David was armed as 
he went against Goliath. In our text, the woman of Abel 
is "armed 11 with her wisdom, which suggests that Kinm is 
certainly well-placed here. 

Wellhausen pointed out that at 2 Sam 14:4 for MT 
mMin , LXX read Kinm (xai etanXOev), just the opposite of 
the variant which we have in 20:22.^® in 14 : 4 , MT may well 
be disturbed, as another nnKm occurs later on in the verse 
precisely where one would expect it. In 20:22, however, 
Kinni, especially with beth preceding nnnnn, makes perfectly 
good sense in its context as we saw above. 

96 Hertzberg, p. 370, note e. 

97 Dhorme, p. 415. 

98 Wellhausen, p. 191. 
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If one accepts the longer LXX text as original, it 
would have been more logical to read "she came to the city 

and spoke to the people," and, in fact, many commentators 

QQ 

suggest this modification. 7 This, however, does not cor¬ 
respond to LXX, which maintains MT's wording with xai eia- 
qX0ev n Tuvn upoq icavxa tov Xaov. If LXX or its Vorlage 
added the second member here, since the people had already 
been mentioned in the first, it may have added "to the whole 
city" to avoid repetition. 

The plus in LXX cannot be accounted for by a 
double translation of the same Hebrew text as that of MT. 

Nor does it seem likely that it represents another, parallel 
tradition since its plus seems to imply knowledge of MT's 
form. The most probable solution here, therefore, is to see 
in the plus in LXX an expansion based on the context, in 
which LXX or its Vorlag e wanted to fill out the shorter text 
as found in MT in order to specify the fact that the woman 
not only came in to the people, but also spoke to them. 

2 Sam 21:15b-16a 

MT: ...nann nw* inn *m n y *> i 15 b 

LXX B : 15b xou eTcopeuOn Aaoeib. ^ a xai i ea j 3 i 0 q r\v ev xoiq 

exyovoiq tou Pa<pa... 

LXX^ nb : ^ b xai e£eXu0q Aauib. ^ a xai Aa6ou uioq Iwaq oq 
ex to)v otxo7ova)v twv y lYavTwv . . . 

In these verses which describe the attack of the 
Philistine giants on David and his men, neither cod B nor 
Ant corresponds exactly to MT. In addition, we find a text 
in Greek at the end of v.11 (at the end of v.10 in Ant and 
0L V ) which reads xai e£eXu0r|oav, xai xaxeXaPev auxouq Aav uioq 
Ia>a ex twv axoYOvwv tojv YiYQtvTwv, and which appears to be 
still another translation of vv.15b.l6a. This form of the 
text is quoted by Origen as well, with the one exception 
that he reads eXapev for xaxeXaPev. 100 All commentators 

99 Cf. Bottcher, Klostermann, Dhorme, BJ 1 , Osty. 

100 Cited by Barth^lemy, Les Devanciers , p. 137. 
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who take note of it recognize that the plus at v.11 belongs 
to vv.15b.16a. 101 

The text of MT for these verses is extremely prob¬ 
lematic and none of the versions at vv.15b.l6a offers an 
entirely satisfying alternative: 

MT: ie>K ms in 

g 

LXX : xdi ercopeuQr) Aaueib xai Ieo(3i oq r\v 

Ant 

LXX : hqli e£eXu0r) Aaui6 xai Aa6ou uioq Ia>aq oq r)v 

Vg: deficiente autem David. Iesbidenob qui fuit 

Tg: *> i in 

Syr: wdhl dwyd wq’b w’bySh mn gnbr’ 

102 “ * 

Jos: Hat 7 evopevoq exXuToq a>cp0n urco xivoq tcjv 

TtoXepiojv Axpovoq 

LXX v.11: xai e£eXu0r|0av xai xaxeXaPev auxouq Aav uioq lux* 
0L V et defecerunt et sustulit eos Dan filius Ioaz. 

All witnesses are in agreement on the reading qy ■> i /e£eXu0n 1 °3 
(eCeXu0noav) against cod B eitopeuOn . It may be that the 
scribe of cod B misread e£eXu0n as e£r)X0£v or something sim¬ 
ilar, which was then transformed into kaige eicopeuOr). 

Wellhausen suggested that in the words m qyn there was 
concealed the name of the Philistine of whom v.16 speaks 
and that a verb such as Dpn must have originally stood in 

1QC 

the text here. This, however, varies so widely from any 

known text that it seems to be an explanation out of des¬ 
peration. The words in qy*n (or plural e£eXu0noav in v.11 
LXX) are attested to by all the texts and seem to fit in 
well with the narrative. At 21:17 David's men tell him not 
to go out to battle any longer, which is a logical conse¬ 
quence of his weariness as described in v.15. 

101 Thenius, Klostermann, Budde (KHAT), Smith, Dhorme, Schulz. 

102 Josephus, Ant. VII, 298. 

103 In all Greek mss except cod B. 

104 Kaige reads a form of rcopeueiv for OG epxeoOai or aic- 
epxeoOai at 2 Sam 13:25.28; 15:14; 17:18.21. 

105 Wellhausen, p. 210, followed by Nowack, Driver, Dhorme 
(1910), Smith. 
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The beginning of v.16, :na mem, on the other 

hand, is unintelligible. Cod B, Vg and Tg have translated 
literally, while Ant, xai Aa6ou uioq Iajaq, seems to have 
been inspired by LXX v.11 to some extent, while retaining 
o^ r\\> following MT and cod B. This suggests that Ant here 
contains not the OG but a later text, based partially on OG 
for v.11 and partially on cod B at v.16. Ehrlich suggested, 
reading 3m with 3m as the name of the Philistine 

challenger and irmem from .me;, meaning "to win a victory 
over an opponent so that he must put down his weapon", 10 ^ 
although Schulz has contested this meaning here and proposed 
that um was an abbreviation for upn mm. ' Hertzberg, 
basing his reasoning on gnbr* in Syr, suggested m) enxi, 
"and there was warrior", although in Syr this word refers 
to the giants, and it has another reading for v.l6a (see 

above). It seems certain that MT is corrupt here, although 

10Q 

none of these texts suggests a plausible emendation. 

Even though it has been widely displaced, the LXX 
plus at v.11 is probably the oldest Greek text here. 110 If 
it was originally found at v.16, the plural forms (e£eXu0r)0av 
auxouO indicate that it refers not only to David, as in MT, 
but to his men as well, who are mentioned in v.15a. 

Whether the Greek text of v.11 should be used to 
correct MT here or not is difficult to determine. As men¬ 
tioned above, it yields a good sense in the context of v.16, 
although if a corruption occurred early on in the Hebrew text 

106 Ehrlich, p. 331. 

107 Schulz II, pp. 264 ff. 

108 Hertzberg, p. 385. 

109 Among the recent translations, all follow MT for v.15b. 
Then, for v.l6a, RSV, Dhorme (1956), Osty and T0B read 
with MT; NEB: "Then Benob, one of the Rephaim..."; NAB: 
"Dodu, one of the Rephaim..."; BJ 1 : "Alors se dressa 
Dodo, fils de Joash, un descendant de Rapha"; BJ3: "H 
y avait un champion d'entre les descendants de Rapha"; 
Eli: "Und ein Rafaiter aus Gob...". Note that none of 
these translations uses the text of v.llb to correct 
v.16 here. 

110 Cf. Barthelemy, Les Devanciers , p. 137, who based his 
conclusion on Origen's citation of the text in this form 
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of Samuel, LXX's Vorlage may have been disturbed here as 

111 

well and the OG form could be its own interpretation. In 

any event, for the text of vv.15b-l6a we have a probably cor¬ 
rupt MT, faithfully reproduced in kaige while the OG has 
been dislocated by a second translation and preserved at 
the end of v.11. The text of Ant contains a form still later 
than kaige , partially brought into conformity to it but 
partially influenced by OG. 

Conclusions 

The cases considered here are by no means all the 
examples of double translation in the Greek mss of Samuel. 
They are, however, all cases of "significant pluses" in the 
text which show that a second translation has been inserted 
into the text. 

The simplest cases are those in which the OG seems 
to preserve the same Hebrew text as MT, but had translated it 
differently, or more freely, where a later Greek edition in¬ 
serted a rendering much closer to MT (1 Sam 15:3; 2 Sam 
15:17 f.; 15:19 f.). 

A number of cases indicate that the ancestor of 
OG's Vorlage was originally similar to MT, but the Vorlage 
itself contained a corruption which accounted for the 
divergent translation in OG (2 Sam 2:22; 15:34; 19:19). 

One case has indicated that a Vorlage was the same 
as MT, but was at least partially misread or misunderstood 
by OG (1 Sam 1:6), and was re-translated in Ant. 

Some indicate that the Vorlage was similar, but 
that either the Vorlage itself, or the OG translation, mod¬ 
ified the text slightly in order to clarify or explain. This 
accounts for a slight expansion in 2 Sam 15:17 f., and for 
an additional explanatory clause in 1 Sam 3:21 and 2 Sam 
20 : 22 . 


Ill At 2 Sam 15:14, meim is translated xai xaxaXapn» which 
may be a clue that OG xotxeXapev in v.11 came from an or¬ 
iginal (hiphil of corrupted to meni in proto- 

MT, but this, as well as the other corrections suggested, 
remains in the realm of conjecture. 
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Finally, a certain number of these double trans¬ 
lations indicate a corruption in the text of MT, where OG 
may witness to a more primitive form of the text (2 Sam 
13:15 f.; 20:18 f.; 21:15 f.). 

In most of these texts, the double translation is 
contained in all the Greek witnesses, although in 1 Sam 1:6 
only Ant contains the plus, and in 2 Sam 15:19 f.; 18:18; 
19:19, the text of Ant (here OG) does not contain the second 
reading. In two of the texts, 2 Sam 13:15 f. and 21:15 f., 
the original OG has been displaced to a position several 
verses away from its original location, or to a different 
part of the verse. 

Thus, these double readings are due to a variety 
of causes, most having as their purpose, however, the desire 
to bring the Greek text closer to MT. 

If we examine the way, in which these second trans¬ 
lations have been inserted into the text, we would expect a 
certain amount of duplication since they are, for the most 
part, translations of basically the same text. F, H. Woods 
has noted that "it frequently happens, however, that what 
at first sight look like omissions from [homeoteleuton ] in 
the Hebrew prove, on closer examination, to be merely alter¬ 
native renderings of the LXX, because, from the nature of 

the case, these alternatives generally begin or end with the 

112 

same words as the clauses to which they correspond." 

The pluses which seem to follow this pattern most 
closely are found at 2 Sam 2:22, where the repetition of 
icpoq Iojap in cod B surrounds the second translation, and at 
2 Sam 18:18, where the second translation was inserted at 
oxr)Xnv, and ends on the same word. The fact that in both of 
these cases the second translation does not begin at the 
start of a syntactic unit, where one would expect a later 
editor to take up a fresh translation, suggests that a word 


112 F. H. Woods, "The Light Thrown by the Septuagint Version 
on the Books of Samuel," Studia Biblica (Oxford, 1885), 
pp. 21-38. See especially p. 27. 
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was purposely chosen in order to make the insertion fit more 
smoothly into the text. The result, however, is the creation 
of a kind of pseudo -homeoteleuton, such as Woods described. 

That such a procedure was not confined to the 
insertion of a second translation into the Greek text, but 
may have been one of the techniques used in order to make 
other insertions into the text as well forms the hypothesis 
which will be examined in Part 2 of this study, where the 
pluses or minuses under consideration are not attributable 
to a second translation of the same text. 
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PART II 

"HAPLOGENIC" PLUSES 


2.0 The cases which will be examined in Part II each 

contain the same or similar words at the beginning and at the 
end of the phrases or sentences which appear as a plus in one 
of the forms of the text but which are absent from one or more 
of the other forms. In each case the longer text form con¬ 
taining the plus may be seen as presenting the material possi¬ 
bility of a scribal error which would account for the absence 
of the plus through homeoteleuton or homeoarcton. Such texts 
which contain this possibility and which could have generated 
such an error may be called "haplogenic", although each case 
must be examined individually in order to determine whether 
the shorter text indeed does witness to an error or whether 
the longer text shows evidence of a later addition. 

2.1 " Haplogenic" pluses in LXX 


The pluses examined in this section are haplogenic 
in form, which indicates that their LXX form suggests that 
an error due to homeoteleuton or homeoarcton accounts for 
their absence from MT. 

1 Sam 1:24 f. 


24 

MT: v>*> !>n:n nnp nn« no>Ki innao in bnx hbno nny mi>yni^ n 

i“lan-nN lonern 25 ny^ni it>e> mm-n^n inKoni 

“unn-n* 

d 24 

LXX : Hat avepr) peT'auTOU eiq ev poaxa) Tpiex i£ovt i 

Hai apToiQ Hat oi<pi oepibaXeajq xai vepeX oivou. xoti 
etanXQev eiq oihov Kupiou ev Ir}^p, nat to icaibapiov 
pex*auT 0 )v* hql i itpoariYaYOv evajiciov Kupiou, xat eo<pa£ev 
o Tcaxnp Qtuiou xr)v Quoiav r\v eicoiei e£ npepk>v et? 
npepaq to) Kupia). xai icpoanYaYev to icaibapiov, 25 KaL 
ea<pa£ev tov poaxov* xai icpoonY«Yev Avva n prjTnp ^ou 
icaibaptou icpoq HXei. 
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Lx^Aiit. 24 KQtL iieT*auxou eiq ZnXo) ev pooxo> xpiexi£ovxi 

xai apxoiq xai oicpi oepibaXeaxs xa i vegeX oivou, xai 
eionXQov eiq tov oixov Kupiou ev ZnXa), xai to itaiba- 
piov ]iex *auxajv ,25 K0£L itpoori 70 t 7 ov auxov evwiuov Kupiou. 
xai eo(pa£ev o naxnp auxou xrjv Quaiav xwv nuep^v r\v 
eicoiei e£ nu e P<*> v ei<S nW£P a S xa> Kupia). xai upoanYotTOv 
xo xaibapiov xai eocpa£av xov poaxov. xai icpoanXQev 
Avva r) un^np TOU itaibapiou xpoq HXei. 

24 

*i ©ko ntow mix 

[ ] ontn wbvn npn ha nsa ] 

ny:ini mm [ma Kam *p* >a:n nop na*>K*i] 

ntyK[a nlam fn* i'on oneni nm* ■>:»£)!> ixaM onyl 
onwhi 25 nvjn nx xam mn*!? o^n'o o^o^o 
mK £*>o mum 26 by ay:in oy mn xam non nx] 

When Hannah brings the young Samuel to Shiloh to 
present him to Yahweh and to put him into Eli's service, LXX 
contains a considerable plus at the end of v.24, essentially 
present in 4Q as well, although this latter differs somewhat 

from LXX as we shall see below. 

2 

Thenius was the first, and until the discovery of 
the text of 4Q, the only one to advocate acceptance of this 
plus as original, attributing its loss in MT to homeoteleuton 
from ay:i to -unn. The rest of the commentators have followed 
the opinion of Wellhausen, who pointed out that the Hebrew 
text of MT speaks of the sacrifical offering which accompanied 
the presentation of Samuel as an independent act, while LXX 
inserts it into the context of the yearly festal offering at 
Shiloh. Thus LXX gives major roles to both Elkanah and 
Hannah while MT concentrates on Hannah almost exclusively. 
Wellhausen accordingly considered the plus to be an addition 
in LXX. 3 


4QSam a : 1 2 3 


The text of 4Q agrees with LXX against MT on a con~ 
siderable number of points in addition to containing the plus: 


1 F. M. Cross, BASOR 132, p. 26. 

2 Thenius 1 , pp. 6 f. 

3 Wellhausen, p. 41. 
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itQ. 


LXX 


MT 


_ 

hqli avepr) 

+ 

in!?ym 

HI ) N 

= 

pex *auxou 

i 

nny 

n 

= 

eiq EnXajp 

i 


*ipo 

= 

ev poaxa) xpiexi£ovxi 

i 

nwinjf o**im 

on!n 

= 

xai apxoic; 

i 


n] am 

= 

xr|v Quoiav 

i 


one; i 

= 

xai eacpa^ev 

i 

lonm i 


After the beginning of the next line in 4Q is 

unfortunately missing and is not resumed until wtnjin *ip^. 

Cross proposes reading is before these words, after the 

example of Lev 1:5 (ipm and Num 15:9 (“lpnn-in-!>y ) 

where LXX has tov pooxov and em tou pooxou respectively. 

From these two examples, however, the presence of is 

not necessary to produce the translation ev pooxo) in LXX 
v.24. Just after that, however, wtnan, clearly attested to 
in the fragment, may be the clue to an erroneous word division 
in MT which resulted in nejt>n ommi! Even if one accepts 
Cross* ipo is “iso, there is still a large space in the line 
which is difficult to account for if one follows either MT or 
LXX here. LXX eiq EnXojp ev pooxo) kt\. has nothing inter¬ 
vening, while in MT after *i»io there is only Cross 

would eliminate this from the original text, claiming that 
it "crept in by vertical dittography."■* He maintains that 
“itzno should introduce a reference to Elkanah*s customary 
pilgrimage, and tentatively proposed mm!? msr!? nm* n!>y> 
in BASOR 132, but later suggested the restoration of 

m.v>!> mTt> ntznN n!?y niyjo, with the note that "LXX has 
suffered a haplography, the scribe*s eye jumping from the 


4 This was suggested already by Driver, p. 20, and confirmed 
by E. A Speiser ("The Nuzi Tablets Solve a Puzzle in the 
Books of Samuel," BASOR 72 [1938] 15-17), who suggested 
that "the reason for the wrong division must lie in the 
comparative obscurity, in post-biblical times, of the 
idiom which involved the use of the multiplicative ad¬ 
jective for an elliptical reference to age." (p. 16). 

5 Cross, BASOR 132, p. 19, note 17. 
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first to the second There is however, no 

textual support for either of these readings. 

7 8 

Cross, followed by Ulrich' and McCarter, attributes 

the absence of the plus in MT haplography through homeo- 

teleuton from nym to nyafn]. ,f Both requirements of space, 

and the clear traces of hzbfr k 9 Sr (LXX Quoiav n^)> as well 

r wy] §ht in v.25 (1.10), make the full reading certain. 

As for the enlarging of Elkanah's role in 4Q and LXX, Cross 

maintains that, since all traditions testify that he was 

present and since the events described probably took place 

at the regular pilgrim feast, it would be "methodologically 

unsound” to eliminate him (against Wellhausen).^ He suggests 

that "the origin of the confusion was misunderstanding of an 

archaic verbal form: the tqtl construed with 3rd. person 

11 

duals and masc. plurals in archaic biblical Hebrew...” 

Thus, Kin for example, could have meant "they (two)", and 
was misunderstood as a reference to Hannah alone. 

A further observation of Cross 1 on the plus in 4Q 
and LXX is that it represents a conflate reading, evident in 
its highly repetitive nature. McCarter attempts to sort out 
the two texts which would have been conflated, and tenta¬ 
tively proposes the following: (A) wyb*w (so LXX^; LXX B wtb* ; 
MT wtb l hw ) byt yhwh Sylh whn ‘r ‘mm wySfrt * byhw * t hzbh k * $r 
y c dh mymym ymymh lyhwh wtb» 9 t hn 1 r <’1 *ly >. (B) wyb’w lpny 

yhwh wyShfcw (so MT, LXX L ; LXX B 4QSam a wySfrfr ) *t hpr wtb * hnh 
J_t hn*r (cf. MT, Vulg; LXX B Mn hn «r ) j_l , with the com- 

ment that "variant A is redundant in its reference to Shiloh 

and echoes vv.3 and 24 in content. Variant B is evidently 

1 2 

the superior reading." 


6 Cited by McCarter, p. 56 

7 Ulrich, QTSJ, pp. 40f. 

8 McCarter, p. 57. 

9 Cross, BASOR 132, p. 19. 

10 Cross, BASOR 132, p. 19. 

11 Cross, BASOR 132, p. 20. 

12 McCarter, p. 57. 
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This long presentation was necessary to show the 
most recent opinion concerning these two verses, namely that 
the text of 4QSam a lies ultimately at the basis of both MT 
and LXX here. Its highly complicated nature, however, makes 
it seem less likely as an adequate explanation. One must see 
a conflated text (in 4Q and partially preserved in LXX and MT) 
from two hypothetical and non-specified sources, an archaic 
verb form which appears suddenly here and nowhere else in 
Samuel, a vertical dittography and then a long homeoteleuton 
in MT, and another homeoteleuton in LXX, coincidentally at 
the precise place where MT has suffered its vertical dit¬ 
tography ! 

An additional indication that the MT form is not to 
be explained simply through textual accident is the obser¬ 
vation, repeated by Cross but already noticed by Wellhausen, 
that the MT assigns a major role in the proceedings to Hannah 
while in LXX and 4Q Elkanah shares a large part of the action. 
Such a change of emphasis would seem better explained through 
deliberate and conscious editorial activity. This, by it¬ 
self, does not settle the question of whether the longer or 
the shorter form is more original, but, as we have already 
seen above, for 1 Sam 1:5 f. and 1:11,^ the text of LXX 
contains several additions, whose absence from MT is not 
attributable to textual accident, which seem to have the 
purpose of enlarging the picture of Samuel as a Nazirite. 

The extra section here in vv.24-25, which places greater 
emphasis on the role of the sacrifice in the presentation of 
Samuel at Shiloh, appears to fit in well with these pluses 
in LXX. 

Although the shorter MT form here has been accepted 
14 

by almost all exegetes, most have, at the same time, pro¬ 
posed correction of the difficult expression ny^ which 

ends v.24 in MT. A survey of opinions shows the following 


13 See pp. 12-18. 

14 With the exception of Thenius, Cross, Ulrich and McCarter. 
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proposed emendations: 1) ony nym, following LXX; 1 ^ 

2) change to nny nym and place it at the end of v.25; 1 ^ 

1 7 

3) change to nny nym and leave it at the end of v.24; ' 

18 

4) omit the two words altogether; 5) read *iy:i *iy:im 
19 

nop; 6) read v>ys ijnm , with the meaning, "the lad being 
little,"; 20 7) i ’ T 3 ijnni; 21 8) read with MT. 22 

Driver suggested that the expression might be 
understood in accordance with the Semitic usage as seen, 
for example in nwKn n^nnn (1 Sam 23:13), in order 

to say more about him," 2 ^ although he himself did not accept 
this reading. A. Guillaume, however, has bolstered this 
argument in favor of MT by noting the Arabic construction 

, which he translates, "Les hommes sont 

* Pii 

des hommes excellents et le pays est un excellent pays." 

Zorell describes the use of nyj here as " prae - 
dicative ", and groups it with 1 Sam 17:33 (nn* nyj o), 17:42 
(nyi nn o), 1 Kgs 3:7 (nop nyj >:nNi), 1 Chr 22:5 
(*ni ny:i ns nnt>e>), and Jer 1:6 (ojn nyj >o). 2 ^ 

15 Already Cappel proposed onny nym. ony nym was ac¬ 
cepted by Kittel (BH 1 [1905]), Dhorme (1910), Fernandez, 

BJ 1 and Osty. Driver rejected it as tautologous. 

16 Wellhausen, Driver 1 (1890), Budde (SBOT), Nowack, Kittel 
(BH3). 

17 Klostermann, Budde (KHAT), Driver 2 (1913), although see 
below, suggestion number eight. 

18 Lohr maintained that it was a dittography from ony nym, 
which was itself an addition from LXX. 

19 Bottcher. 

20 J. Kennedy, An Aid to the Textual Amendment of the Old 
Testament (Edinburgh, 1928), p. 100. 

21 Stoebe, p. 99. 

22 Keil, Erdmann, Schulz, Dhorme (1956), Hertzberg, RSV, NEB, 
BJ3, TOB, Eli. 

23 Driver, p. 21. 

24 A. Guillaume, "L'apport de la langue et des traditions 
arabes a 1 1 interpretation de l'ancien testament," L 1 An - 
cien Testament et 1 Orient [Qrientalia et Biblica 
Lovaniensia 1} (Louvain, f957), p. 116. 

Zorell, _s.v. 


25 
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It may be added, in defense of MT, that none of the 
proposed emendations is particularly satisfying* 1), 2) 
and 3) all lead to tautologies since the child is already the 
object both of mbym in v.24 and ifon*! in v.25. 5), 6) 

and 7) are possible emendations, but have no basis in any of 
the textual witnesses. MT, on the other hand, makes suffi¬ 
ciently good sense here. 

It may be further pointed out that in the LXX form 
of these verses, the boy Samuel is almost incidental to the 
action. He is mentioned only three times, whereas he is 
referred to five times in MT. The LXX plus displaces the 
emphasis, as shown above, to Elkanah's sacrifice and away 
from the child. 

Because of the coherence of MT as it stands, of the 

fact that no simple textual accident is sufficient to explain 

the differences between MT, LXX and 4Q, and of the relative 
homeogeneousness of the LXX additions here and in the sur¬ 
rounding verses, it seems advisable to accept MT as the more 
primitive form of the text. 

If MT nyi nyan _is accepted as the reading here, it 
is clear that the LXX plus could not have fallen out through 
an accident due to homeoteleuton, for, if that had been the 
case, then one of the occurrences of should have dis¬ 
appeared as well. The plus in LXX (and in 4Q) extends from 
to itaibotpiov in v.24 to to uaibapiov in v.25. If this is truly 

an addition, then it appears that an editor has taken 

advantage of the repeated “ljn precisely in order to make his 
insertion here. The resultant text in LXX then has the 
appearance of being " haplogenic " since the same word stands 
at the beginning and at the end of the plus. The presence 
of the plus in 4QSam a most probably indicates that the 
addition was already present in LXX f s Vorlage but, as has 
been shown above, it is not to be considered part of the 
original text. 
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1 Sam 3:15 


MT: mntn-nN nn*m -lpan-iy now* i 

3 

LXX^ , : waL xoipaxai ZapouriX eujg Ttpuu, Mai wpOpiaev to upon 
xai ri v o»*Cev xaq 0upa^ oimou Kupiou. 

In this verse which describes Samuel's activity 
after the Lord has called him in the night, LXX makes ex¬ 
plicit the fact that "he got up in the morning" before 
opening the doors of the house of the Lord. The plus, which 

presumes as original *i pn D ooen i, has been accepted as original 

P 6 

by a large majority of commentators, ° who suggest that the 
plus fell out of the text accidentally because of homeo- 

teleuton at npn-. Some, however, and most of the recent 

27 

translations accept the shorter MT as original. 

This plus in LXX is one of a number of short pluses 

in the form of homeoteleuton whose originality in the text 

is extremely difficult to decide. On the one hand, the plus 

is not lengthy and the repetition of upon in the LXX indicates 

the possibility of haplography. All the Greek mss without 

exception, plus GL b contain the plus. On the other hand, 

however, the LXX or its Vorlage may have decided that between 

the statements that "Samuel lay down until morning," and 

"He opened the doors of the house of the Lord," it was 

necessary to fill in what MT left unsaid in its more laconic 

2 8 

and elliptical narrative style. Vg, Tg and Syr follow MT's 
shorter text. 

We have already seen examples of this elliptical 
style of MT in Part I of this study. Another example which 
is closer in content to our verse here is found at 1 Sam 
1:18 f. In 1:18, after Hannah has found favor in the Lord's 
eyes and sets out on her return from Shiloh, MT reads 


26 Thenius, Wellhausen, Klostermann, Driver, Budde, Peters, 
Dhorme, Smith, Ehrlich, Nowack, McCarter, NAB. 

27 Hummelauer, Schulz, Hertzberg, Kittel, Stoebe, BHS, RSV, 
NEB, BJ, Osty, TOB, Eu. 

28 Cf. Stoebe, who refers to the plus as being "im Rahmen 
der iiblichen Erweiterungen bei G" (p. 122). 
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rovr5 newn it>m, while LXX adds eiq to holt aXupot auTns. Then, 
in v.19, we are told that npnn inoeni, although the text 
does not explicitly state that they lay down the night 
before. Thus, the original narrative may leave certain 
actions unsaid, while the LXX witnesses to a text which has 
a tendency to fill in these gaps. If, however, the original 
text of 3:15 read, "He lay down until morning and got up 
in the morning," it would appear overly repetitive and loaded 
down. On the other hand, if it read, "He lay down and got 
up in the morning," the occasion of a haplography would no 
longer be present. 

This text has not been found among the fragments of 
the Samuel scrolls "a", "b", or "c" from Qumran, but another 
text from Cave IV, 4Q160, designated by J. Allegro as "The 
Vision of Samuel", contains 1 Sam 3:14-17 and, for our 
verse, provides us with the following text: 

mnt>]*r nn nna'n op*i dow t>Nin\y[ 

At first glance, the presence of Dp*>i would seem to indicate 
that this text is similar to LXX. For LXX op0pi£eiv, however, 
Dip lies at its base only at Dan 6:19. Out of forty-seven 
occurrences of op0pi£eiv, QD\y hiphil lies at its base thirty- 

o 0 

nine times and *inty piel six times. It is highly unlikely, 
therefore, that wpQpioev in LXX 1 Sam 3:15 represents an 
original Dip in the text such as we find at Qumran. The 
absence of ipnn in 4Q160 further shows the lack of direct 
dependence upon either MT or LXX. This text seems to have 
reacted in a similar way to LXX adding the note that "he 
arose" in order to fill in what the Biblical narrative passed 
over. 

While recognizing the possibility of a haplography 
through homeoteleuton at 3:15, it seems more probable that 
the LXX plus is an explanatory addition to the text. Because 


29 J. Allegro, Discoveries in the Judaean Desert of Jordan V : 
Qumran Cave 4 (Oxford, 1968), p. 9. 

30 m\y piel occurs at Job 7:21; 8:5; Pss 62:1; 77:34; Hos 6:1 
Isa 26:9. Elsewhere, including universally throughout 
the Pentateuch and the Historical Books, oou is at the 
base of op0pi£etv. 
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of the form in LXX, with the repetition of upon , it is 
possible that an editor who wished to make the insertion was 
inspired by the mention of upon (or *ipm if the addition 
took place on the level of the Vorlage) in order to add his 
clarifying addition ho ti o)p0pi oev to upon, thus creating a 
text which appeared to be "haplogenic” in form, but which, in 
reality, contained an addition to MT's shorter text. 

1 Sam 10:1 


MT: mNm inpwn ipam *ia-riN npm 

mm inem 

LXX : noti eXa|3ev Zapour)X tov <panov tou eXaiou noti eitexeev 

em xqv netpotXnv otuxou, noti ecpiXnoev auiov nai entev 
otuTa) Ouxl nexpinev ae Kupioq eiq apxovxa gtci tov 
X aov otuTOU, eiti IopotnX; nai au ap£eis ev Xaa) Kupiou, 
nat ou oajoeis otuxov en x e **PO < S ex^P^v otuTou HunXoQev. 
noti touto aoi to onpeiov otl expioev ae Kupioq eiti 
HXnpovopiotv otuTou eiq OtpXOVTOt. 

Ant 

LXX : noti eXaftev XapounX tov cpotnov tou eXotiou note naxexeev 
eiti Tnv netpotXnv auxou. noti ecpiXpoev otuxov nai entev 
auTco oti Kexptne ae Kupioq eig apxovxa eici tov Xotov 
otuTou, tov Iapar)X, nai ou ap£eiq ev to) Xota) Kupiou 
noti aa>oeiq otuxov en xe^POS xu)v exBpwv otuxou HunXoQev. 
nai touto aoi to onueiov oti nexp^nev ae Kupioq eiq 
apxovxa eiti xrjv HXnpovopiav otuxou. 

In this verse which tells of the anointing of Saul 
by Samuel, LXX contains a considerable plus in which Samuel 
prophesies that Saul will be the savior of the people, and 
in which he specifies that a sign will show that the Lord 
has anointed him. The majority of commentators has accepted 
the originality of the plus here, attributing its loss in MT 

O 1 

to haplography from the first to the second mm *inem. 
Houbigant had already noted its absence from MT, although he 
maintained that only the latter part of the plus, hou xauxo 
aoi to anpeiov oti expioev ae Kupioq erci HXnpovopiav auxou 
eiq apxovxa, was to be considered as original to the text, 


31 Thenius, Wellhausen, Klostermann, Driver, Budde, Smith, 
Nowack, Peters, Kittel, Dhorme, Fernandez, Schulz, Mc¬ 
Carter, and virtually all the modern translations, with 
the exception of TOB. 
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in order to provide the introduction to vv.2-7 where the sign 

op 

that the Lord has anointed Saul is described. 

The plus was rejected by Keil as a gloss which came 
from 1 Sam 9:16 f.^3 He notes further that the plus speaks 
of only one sign, whereas in the vv.2-6 there are three 
mentioned. Stoebe refers to the plus here as "a character¬ 
istic attempt to harmonize traditions which in M are still 

O Jl 

unbalanced, ,| J and maintains that LXX here followed a dif¬ 
ferent recension which "in almost tedious verbosity removes 
all the difficulties."^ HOTTP rejected the plus, giving 
MT a grade of "C", with the comment that "the allusive style 
of the MT should be noted here..., a style which the Sept- 
uagint or its Vorlage dit not always respect in their efforts 
to make the text more explicit."3^ Barthelemy, after ad¬ 
mitting that a basis for homeoarcton does exist, notes that 
"the committee, not without hesitation, recognized in this 
'plus* an insertion whose contents join the context by the 

repetition of a word which has served as the occasion for 
0.1 

the insertion." J ' 

Thus, while the majority has accepted this plus as 
authentic in the text, the opinion is not entirely unanimous, 
and a certain number of indications should make us cautious 
in accepting this plus too quickly. 

The repetition of material found in the neighboring 
verses, already pointed out by Keil, may point to the arti¬ 
ficiality of this text. V.16 (xai xP LaeL S auiov eiq apxovxa 
£tei tov Xaov pou IapaqX xai acooei tov Xaov pou ex xeLP°£ 
aXXotpuXwv) and v.17 (ouxoq ap£ei ev toj Xaa> pou) are repro¬ 
duced almost verbatim in LXX 10:1. The mention of the "sign", 


32 

Houbigant, p. 298, followed by Lohr, 
of the plus "fiiglich, auch an dieser 
(p. 46). 

who called the rest 
Stelle entbehrlich" 

33 

Keil p. 71, note 1 , followed by Vercellone, 
melauer, Graetz, Stoebe, HOTTP. 

Erdmann, 

, Hum- 

34 

Stoebe, p. 197. 




35 

Stoebe, p. 197. 




36 

37 

HOTTP Preliminary Report, pp. 165 f. 
Barthelemy, CTAT. 
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which Houbigant considered original even though he called 
into question the rest of the plus, occurs in 10:7, which 
could easily have inspired an editor, wanting to introduce 
this confirmation of Saul's choice as king, to insert a 
reference to the sign here at 10:1. 

Although an accident through haplography has been 
invoked as the reason for this omission in MT, a careful 
examination of the text shows that, in a true haplography, 

■>d should have fallen out as well. Further, the expression 
■o which Houbigant, Thenius, Wellhausen and Dhorme 

objected to on the grounds that the construction is not good 
Hebrew, occurs again at 2 Sam 13:28. In this latter location, 
the expression is passed over in silence by all and therefore, 
presumably, is an acceptable Hebrew construction. 

Where 10:1 speaks of Saul as v>aa over the Lord's 
heritage, MT exhibits an unusual and unique word order: 
v>aa5 in!?m-!>y. Elsewhere where v>aa occurs, it always 
precedes that over which the ’'prince*' rules (Cf. uyn-by v>aa[^] 
at 1 Sam 9:16; 13:14; 25:30; 2 Sam 5:2 [= 1 Chr 11:2]; 6:21; 
7:8 [= 1 Chr 17:71; 1 Kgs 14:7; 16; 2 Chr 6:5). While MT's 
order is faithfully preserved in LXX (eiti HXnpovopiav autou 
eiq apxovxa^), the plus contains the standard, expected 
word order, which may indicate mere imitation of the standard 
formula when it was added to the shorter text. The expression 
v>aa!> in!?m-t>y is equally unique in that it is the only oc¬ 
currence of these two words together in the entire Bible (at 
9:16 the usual formula *»y-t>y v>AAt> is used). 

The repetition of expioev oe Kupioq in LXX, with 
the accompanying repetition of the elements found in 9:16 f., 
seems to place greater emphasis on the anointing of Saul and 
on its significance within the context of the nascent kingship 
in Israel. That LXX emphasizes this anointing more than MT 


38 Driver alone points to 13:28, to show that the construc¬ 
tion is at least admissible (pp. 77 f.). 

39 The Ant text (mss b o e 2 ) apparently saw the anomaly 
here, for it reads ei9 apxovxa eiti xr|V HX^povopia auxou. 
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is seen as well in 1 Sam 11:15 where, for MT o«f iD^nn, 
5iKe;-nN LXX reads xai expioev ZapounX exei tov EaouX siq 
|3aaiXea. Thenius along suggested that LXX might be original 
here, while all the other commentators read with MT. It is 
possible here, to discern a desire on the part of LXX to give 
greater emphasis both to Samuel’s role as well as to the 
anointing itself, perhaps in order to establish a parallel 

ilQ 

with the double anointing of David at 2 Sam 2:4 and 5:3- 

The result of this examination is, therefore, that 
while the possibility for omission of the plus (through 
scribal carelessness) exists, its contents add nothing new 
to the narrative and are, in fact, suspiciously similar to 
the surrounding verses. The MT makes good sense here, both 
contextually and grammatically, while LXX serves to lay 
greater emphasis on the anointing of Saul and on his subse¬ 
quent role by introducing a substantial plus precisely at 
the words which it seeks to emphasize — nirr> imyn —, which 
appears to have created a text whose repetitiousness can be 
described as "haplogenic" in form , but which attests to a 
later scribal insertion. 

1 Sam 10:21 

MT: tnKw nnawn isbm innaenat? on\y-n h 

xai itpoaayei oxnuxpov Beviapeiv eiq tpuXaq, xai xaxa¬ 
xXnpouxai tpuXn Maxxapei* xai upocayouaiv xqv tpuXqv 
Maxxapei eiq av6paq, xai xaxaxXnpouxai XaouX uioq 
Keiq. xai et,r]xei auxov, xai oux eupiaxexo. 

xai itpoanyayev xqv tpuXnv Beviapiv xaxa naxpiaq. xai 
xaxaxXnpouxai itaxpia Apaxxapi. xai upoanyayev xnv 
itaxpiav Apaxxapi xaxa av6pa eva. xai xaxaxXnpouxai 
EaouX uioq Kiq. xai e^r\xei auxov, xai oux eupiaxexo. 

The MT form of the lot-casting process conducted 
by Samuel which chose Saul as king of Israel lacks a logical 
step, the "bringing near" of the family of Matri, which is 
found in LXX®, and with only slight variation, in LXX^ nt . 


LXX®: 

LXX Ant : 


40 Erdmann, p. 156; Klostermann, p. 36. 
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McCarter suggests that the original Hebrew phrase here, 

nnDwn nN anpM, fell out through haplography, 

and that the then meaningless cn-nat? was subsequently lost 
4 1 

from the text. Aside from the rather general hypothesis 

of Budde*s that the sentence was "overlooked by M on account 
42 

of similarity," no other author offers a suggestion as to 
how the words may have fallen out of MT, although the major¬ 
ity accepts the longer LXX form as necessary to complete the 
lot-casting process. 1 ^ 

Keil claimed that the plus is an addition, but an 
erroneous one, since, if one follows the parallel lot-casting 
scene in Josh 7, where the lot - casting proceeds from uuw to 
nnaem to rr»o and then o ■> i a a , the ’"lunn nnoem should not be 

brought forward "wax'avbpaq", but rather "wax *oiwouq" — 

44 

o'*not?. Erdmann saw in the shorter MT form an abridgment 
of the fuller formula such as found in Josh 7, but this 

45 

shorter form already existed as such in the original text. 

Schulz pointed out the plural itpooayouoi v (itpoarnayev in 

b o z(mg) c 0 e 0 ), as opposed to the singular as a sign 

^ ^ 46 

of the unauthenticity of the plus. For Stoebe, LXX here 

follows a different recension, one which has filled out the 

47 

more laconic MT narrative. 

It seems undeniable that, if one follows the lot¬ 
casting process described in Josh 7:14-18, which determines 
Achan as the guilty party who had introduced idols into 
Israel*s midst, a fuller, more detailed text would be desirable 
in 1 Sam 10:20 f. An elementary problem which prevents us 


41 McCarter, p. 190. 

42 Budde (SBOT), p. 59. 

43 Thenius, Wellhausen, Klostermann, Nowack, Budde, Smith, 
Kittel, Driver, Peters, Dhorme, Hertzberg, McCarter, RSV, 
NEB, BJ. 

44 Keil, p. 79, note 1. 

45 Erdmann, p. 144. Cf. also HOTTP. 

46 Schulz I, p. 155. 

47 Stoebe, p. 213, Cf. also Barthelemy, CTAT. NAB, 

TOB and Eii follow the shorter MT as well. 
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from forming a true picture of the scene in which Saul 
emerged as king is our lack of knowledge of the precise way 
in which the lot-casting process worked in ancient Israel, 
although the shorter MT might actually fit better in the 
specific context here. 

As seen both in Josh 7 and 1 Sam 10:20 f., the 
structure of the lot-casting consisted in a series of mp*i 
followed by which progressively eliminates and narrows 

down the group upon which the lot falls. The process in 
Josh 7 goes through all the steps leading to the choice of 
one man, but in 1 Sam, as Keil has pointed out, steps are 
skipped, even in the LXX form, in order to arrive immediately 
at the designation of Saul. 

The procedure that is described in Josh 7 is not 
entirely free from confusion either. The description of 
the process given by the Lord to Joshua in 7:14 is clear: 
the troops are brought forward according to ostu, then nnoem, 
then O’nn, and finally which permits the designation 

of one individual. In Josh 7:16-18, however, a certain 
amount of confusion is introduced by nnm nnawn-riN mpM in 
v.17a, where one expects either min* onts-riN npn or simply 

mnoi onb. Then, in v.17b, tnm!? should appear instead of 
48 

omnA!?. LXX in fact seems to have noticed the problem in 

v.17a, as cod B reads notTot bnuouq in place of min* nnaum-nN. 

For 17b— 18, however, where MT has >mm nnaion-riK mpm 1 ^* 3 

1 8 

...Toy *r:>!>*i o*mA!> in*n-nN mp*i *mT to!?’! o*mA!> 

18 

LXX reads simply nai icpoonxQn xaTa avbpa, Hat evebeixQn 

4q 

Axap... 


48 Kennicott cod 253 reads o*nn!> here, as does Syr: lbtyn . 

49 The Greek ms variants for these two verses are numerous. 
Cf. Brooke-McLean, The Old Testament in Gree k, Vol. I, 
Part IV. Joshua, Judges and Ruth (Cambridge, 1917). 

Max Margolis, in his edition of The Book of Joshua in 
Greek (Paris, 1931), restores the text as follows: TTxai 
ipoonxQn HotTa 6r]liouq, wai evebeixOn 6r)iioq Zapaei' Mai 
icpoanxQh Max'oiMou?, xai evebeixQn oixoq Zappet* 
icpoanxQn xaxa avbpa, xai evebeixQn Axotp uioq Zappei ulou 
Zapa. 
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Without pretending to solve the textual problem 
here in Josh 7:17 f., these texts show sufficiently that the 
textual confusion attendant upon the lot-casting process is 
not limited to 1 Sam 10:21, which may not be simply coinci¬ 
dental, but rather an indication of the general confusion 
which surrounds the texts dealing with lot-casting. 

Following the lot-casting of Josh 7 and 1 Sam 10, 
an essential element seems to have been the "bringing near" 
of the parties whose lot was to be decided. Since Saul’s 
being absent when the lot fell upon him was essential to the 
narrative, however, the snpM could not be applied to the 
series in which he was chosen. The LXX, or its Vorlage , 
anxious to preserve the canonical progression of the lot¬ 
casting, may have lost sight of this when it introduced the 
complementary sentence into the text. 

We have seen that a simple accident cannot account 
for the MT here, as McCarter showed that additional editorial 
activity must be posited in order to arrive at MT's shorter 
text if LXX had been original. The plus, through the repet¬ 
ition of **ionn, gives the appearance that scribal carelesness 
was involved in its omission from MT, but here again an 
editor may have used the name as a springboard in order to 
insert the plus intended to smooth out the text by providing 
the missing group. MT presents here a lectio brevior et 
difficilior , but one which nevertheless is understandable in 
the context. LXX had all the elements it needed, from the 
context of 10:20 f. and from Josh 7, to supply what was seen 
as necessary to conform the text to the usual lot-casting 
process. 

1 Sam 12:8 


MT: oo^m^N ipyTM trnsn npy* an-newo 

LXX°: u)Q eionXOev Iaxcop xai oi uioi auxou eiq AiyuiiTOv, 

xai exaiceivcoaev auxouQ Alyutctoq - xai eponoav oi 
itaxepeq (upcov Ant) itpoq Kupiov 


50 See more at 1 Sam 14:41. 
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^QSam : [ipym D**mi nnpi onsn spy* NS *i]wo # 

[ m]n* bn 0D*n[nN] 

When Samuel mentions the oppression in Egypt as 

part of his discourse on the establishment of a king in 

Israel, LXX, and apparently 4QSam a , register two small 

pluses, kqli oi uiol auxou, and non, exalteivujaev auxouq 

Aiyuicxo?. The originality of both of them has been accepted 

c? 

by only a few authors, while the majority accepts the 

second but considers hou oi uiol auxou to be an insertion 

based on the parallel text at Josh 24:4,-^ or simply to be 

S4 

omitted as not necessary to the verse. Many, however, 

cc 

have preferred to read with the shorter MT here. 

In addition to the fact that the second of these 

pluses presented the material possibility for having fallen 

out through homeoteleuton, at Alyutcxos, it has been seen as 

necessary to the sense, acting as a justification for the 

following ipyT■>i —the oppression in Egypt was the reason for 

c 6 

the cries of the fathers. As far as the first plus is 
concerned, the simple mention of "and his sons" with Jacob, 
the text of Josh 24:4 ("But Jacob and his sons went down to 
Egypt") does indeed seem to present itself as a ready 
parallel, especially since the circumstances surrounding the 
two passages are so similar. In both cases all Israel is 
gathered to hear its leader recall its past history and to 
establish a new political unity. Schulz has pointed out, 
however, that in the Greek text, the auxouq in the second 
plus requires xou ol uiol auxou as an antecedent.Others 


51 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 53. 

52 Thenius, Budde, Dhorme (1910), Kittel, NEB, NAB. 

53 Cf. Budde (KHAT), p. 79. 

54 Wellhausen, Graetz, Nowack, Driver, Smith, Peters, Fer¬ 
nandez, Dhorme (1956), McCarter, RSV, Osty, BJ, Eu. 

55 Keil, Erdmann, Klostermann, Hummelauer, Ehrlich, Lohr, 
Schulz, Hertzberg, Stoebe, BHS, HOTTP, TOB. 

56 Cf. Thenius 2 , p. 47. 

57 Schulz I, p. 68. Dhorme (p. 102) rejects as well the 
notion that Jacob is a collective which justifies the 
plurals. 
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(Nowack and McCarter) see Jacob here as a collective which 
would justify the plural auTOuq. Although this is theo¬ 
retically possible, the name of Jacob, either with a plural 
verb or used in any other way which would suggest that it 
was considered as a collective noun in this sense, is never 
found elsewhere in the Hebrew text. It is much more probable, 
therefore, that the two pluses stand or fall together. Al¬ 
though the conditions are present for an apparent textual 
accident with the second of these, such is not the case for 
the first, nor is it probable that, if the second had fallen 
out, the first would have been removed. ’’And his sons" 
would make perfect sense in the context even if the second 
plus were not present. 

An explanatory addition of this type, based 
partially on a similar text found elsewhere and partially on 
the desire to illuminate a shorter text more fully, is far 
from uncommon in LXX. As MT stands, the simple mention of 
the sojourn in Egypt would be sufficient to evoke the response 
that "And your fathers cried out to the Lord," as Egypt was 
a sufficiently common reference-point for oppression. The 
presence of ipyTM, therefore, hardly needs xai exalteivwaev 
auxouQ Aiyuietoq as a justification. Because MT here is suf¬ 
ficient as it stands, and because the two pluses are tied 
together logically and grammatically and there is no reason 
to suspect an accident which would have occasioned the absence 
of the first of them, it is more probable here that these 
pluses are explanatory additions intended to fill out the 
text. That they appear to have been present in the text of 
4Q as well is an indication that they were to be found al¬ 
ready in LXX’s Hebrew Vorlage . Alyutitoq here seems to have 
served as the word around which an editor constructed his 
insertion so that the resultant text appears in a "haplogenic" 
form although it is not to be considered as original. 


58 Perhaps the plus was found already in its Vorlage ; cf. 
Stoebe, who calls the pluses here "schriftgelehrte Er- 
weiterung der pedantischeren Rezension" (p. 233). 
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1 Sam 13:5 


MT: ...non q5* 5N*ien-oy on5n5 ioonj omw^fn 

c 

LXX : Mai oi aXXocpuXoi auva'yovxai eiq icoXepov eu IopaqX, 

Mat avapaivouaiv eiti IapanX xpianovxa x^Xia6eq 
appaxcov. 

An t 

LXX : won, oi aXXotpuXoi auva'yovxai eiq itoXepov itpoq xov 

IapanX, Mai avapaivouaiv eici tov IapanX xpeiq X^Xi- 
a6eq appaxoav. 

The short plus in LXX here has not enjoyed the 
same success as the preceding one at 12:8. Most commentators 
pass over Mai avapaivouaiv em IapanX in silence, and even 
Thenius, who attributed its absence from MT to homeoteleuton 
in his first edition, abandoned it in the second. Peters, 
Dhorme (although he, too, read with MT in his later trans¬ 
lation , in 1956), and McCarter have suggested an original 
bn m M 2 T> by here, but all others either read with MT or 

make no comment on the text. 

The plus adds little to the text beyond speci¬ 
fying the logical action on the part of the Philistines after 
having mustered their forces. Its presence, besides giving 
the impression of having been inspired by 1 Sam 7:7, serves 
simply to overload the text, and seems to fall in line with 
the tendency already noted in LXX to complete what is left 
unsaid in the shorter MT. The repetition of eici IapanX 
(although Ant reads itpoq xov IapanX the first time and then 
agrees with cod B em the second, suggesting that it merely 
copied from the Greek text), while it could have occasioned 
the omission in MT, appears to be the sign that an editor 
took advantage of the mention of IcpapX in order to make 
his insertion. 

1 Sam 13:15 


MT: 


oyn-nN b in© tpspi nynA op*>i 

uhn niNn Unas my 
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xai aveaxn XapounX xai arcr)X0ev ex raXyXajv eiq o6ov 
auxou* xai to xaxaXijjjja xou Xaou avepr) cnttoa) EaouX 
eiq aitavxnoiv orcioa) xou Xaou xou noXepioxou. auxa>v 
uapaYevoiievajv ex raX^aXcav eiq rapaa Beviapeiv, xai 
eneoxetyaxo ZaouX xov Xaov xov eupeQevxa pex*auxou 
a>Q e£axooiouq avbpaq. 

xai aveoxr) ZapounX xai aTCr)X0ev ex raXyaXajv eiq xr|v 
o6ov auxou, xai xo xaxaXeijjjja xou Xaou avepn omoa) 
XaouX eiq anavxr) 0 iv orcioa) xou Xaou xou uoXepioxou. 
auxajv 6e itapayevopeviov eiq rapaa pouvov Beviapiv ex 
raX^aXtov, xai eneoxe^axo ZaouX xov Xaov xov eupe- 
0evxa pex’auxou, a)Q e£axooiouq avbpaq. 

The problem with the MT form of this verse is one 
of coherence within its context. In v.15a, the MT tells us 
that Samuel went up from Gilgal to Gibeath Benjamin, and in 
v.15b Saul simply numbers the troops who were with him. In 
this text two anomalies seem to exist. First, Samuel dis¬ 
appears from the story at this point, not to appear again 
until 15:1, and is never mentioned anywhere else to have any 
relationship with Gibeath Benjamin. The town, is however, 
connected with Saul and with Jonathan (cf. 1 Sam 13:2.3; 14:2. 
16). Secondly, v.16 tells us that Saul and Jonathan were in 
Geba while nothing in MT informs us of their going to that 
place. In this instance, LXX provides a text which clears up 
both of these difficulties, as Samuel goes simply "on his 
way", while the rest of the people follow Saul to Gibeath 
Benjamin. 

Already Houbigant blamed the omission of this plus 
on haplography caused by homeoteleuton, when a scribe*s eye 
passed from the first to the second.^ Before him, 

Clericus had seen the difficulty in the text, but instead of 
reading with LXX simply added ubi to his translation, giving 
"Turn surrexit Samuel, abiitque Gilgala Gibam Benjaminis, ubi 
Saul recensuit copias, etc."^ Only a small number of authors 


LXX B : 


LXX Ant : 


59 Houbigant, pp.304 ff., followed by Thenius, Wellhausen 
Klostermann, Lohr, Driver, Budde, Nowack, Peters, Smith, 
Dhorme, Fernandez, Schulz, Kittel, Hertzberg, McCarter, 
NEB, NAB, BJ, Osty, HOTTP. 

60 Clericus, p. 216. 
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has accepted the originality of the shorter MT here.^ 1 
The plus is attested to in all the Greek mss, 
although a slightly different word order is found in b o 
°2 e 2 : eL< * Fafiaa Pouvov Beviapiv ex TaXyaXtov. 0L V contains 
the plus as well (see below), while Vg, Tg and Syr read with 
MT. 

Stoebe called the plus a "schwerfallige Erweite- 
rung", and excluded it because it harmonizes the tension in 
the text caused by the coming together of two narrative 
units, while Vercellone had rejected it because its meaning 
is "obscurus atque implexus".^ 

While the plus has been almost universally 
accepted, a closer examination reveals a certain number of 
points which make it impossible to accept a literal retro¬ 
version. Thenius gave his Hebrew version as: r\by oyn nmi 
... o n a nnm nnn!?nn oy nxnpV tnxw 

He thus overlooked the difficulty of xai aitnXBev ex TaXyaXcov 
eiq o6ov auxou as a translation of ^y*i, as well as 

the problematic eiq ontavTnoiv oxiaa) xov Xaou, an expression 
as awkward in Greek as in Thenius* Hebrew version. Well- 

hausen suggested that eiq o6ov auxou had fallen out of the 

65 

text, and that onioo) here was to be eliminated. Kloster- 
mann maintained that was necessary in the text after 

and that it fell out accidentally along with the 
rest of the plus. For the difficult onioo), he suggested that 
an erroneous onioo) Xaou had crept into the text as a variant 
of outoco EaouX, which .separated eiq aTcavxqoiv from its original 
object, xou itoXepou. The presence of this extra Xaou would 
then occasioned the modification to the adjectival noXepiaxou. 
He proposed, therefore, an original tnxw ’iriK n by oyn *iirn 

This theory, however, seems too complicated 
to be a likely solution to the text. 

61 Hummelauer, Vercellone, Ehrlich, Stoebe, BHS, RSV, TOB. 

62 Stoebe, p. 245. 

63 Vercellone, Variae Lectiones II, p. 234. 

64 Thenius 1 p. 47. 

65 Wellhausen, p. 83. 

66 Klostermann, p. 42. 
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Driver claimed that eiq o6ov auxou — — 

presumed a form of *it>n with it, and accordingly proposed 
10VT b n!? 1 *! which Smith accepted with the 

observation that "probably of H is not original (not 

represented by G) and was inserted after the loss of this 
68 

sentence." In favor of an original is not only the 

eiQ o6ov auxou, but axnXOev as well. AxepxouaL is used to 
translate n!?y at Josh 10:36, 2 Chr 16:3 and Jer 21:2 only, 
while *i!?n lies behind it some 133 times in LXX. There is, 
however, no discernible reason why should have been 

modified to even if the plus is authentic and fell out 

by accident. The fact that avePn occurs later in the text, 
in the LXX plus section, may be an indication, however, that 
<mr)\Qe\> was a change made in the Greek in order to avoid the 
repetition. 

As far as ei? axavxnoiv otclov tou Xaou tou TcoXepia- 

xou is concerned, the majority of authors has followed Well- 

63 

hausen in considering orciou) an inner-Greek corruption, and 

read nnn^nn ny riKPpt?. Ewald had proposed reading an original 

for eiq axavxrioiv here, based on np3 in 2 Sam 17:11, 

70 

and translated the expression " zum Kampfe ". This suggestion 
yields a good meaning for the word here, although it makes 
the phrase somewhat overloaded ("... after Saul into battle 
after the men of war"). 

Another difficulty for the Hebrew retroversion of 
this plus is the translation of the genitive absolute auxojv 
TtapaYevouevGov. Thenius, as we have seen suggested nnm 

although Driver contested this on the grounds that 
"auxoiv TcapaY., if it represents, as it seems to do, d*>ko dp, 


67 Driver, p. 102. 

68 Smith, p. 99, followed by Nowack, Dhorme, Fernandez, 
Schulz, McCarter, HOTTP. 

69 Wellhausen, p. 83- 

70 Ewald, Geschichte II, p. 477, note 2. 

71 Thenius 1 , p. 47. 
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72 

must be followed by “ipD biNen, not as MT by “ips^i." 

70 

He proposed ijom as the original verb here. J 

The genitive absolute is a fairly rare construction 

in LXX of Samuel, occurring only ten times. Of these, it 

represents non plus participle in four instances (1 Sam 9:11. 

14.27; 17:23); non plus a finite verb once (1 Sam 9:5 ikc non 
74 

[auxojv eX0ovxa)v.r ); plus infinitive once, at 1 Sam 30:1; 

75 

plus non at 2 Sam 13:30; rpm plus participle at 2 Sam 
6:16; and an infinitive at 1 Sam 15:3- Thus, nowhere 

does a genitive absolute represent a simple finite Hebrew 

7 c 

verb. Graetz proposed reading inc non here,' but in the 
only other example of this construction in Sam, at 1 Sam 9:5, 
the following clause begins “ion 5in©i, thus verifying Driver's 
objection. 

Based on the other uses of the genitive absolute 
in the LXX of Samuel, therefore, one is forced to choose a 
Hebrew retroversion for auxcov Tcapot'yevopevajv which cannot 
satisfy the requirements of Hebrew grammar. 

With a different kind of textual correction in mind 
for this verse, Ehrlich took the seemingly inverted construc¬ 
tion !n nw “ip 0 ^ 1 to be an indication that the subject of the 
first half of the verse was originally the same, namely Saul, 
and was changed to Samuel only after the plus of LXX was intro¬ 
duced into the text.*^ Such a suggestion does solve the two 
problems in the understanding of the MT but creates another 


72 Driver, p. 102. Schulz justified the anomaly here by an 
appeal to different layers of redaction: "Also werden 

a und b nicht hintereinander in einem Guss geschrieben 
sein. Der Redaktor musste die beiden Berichte in Ein- 
klang bringen" (p.190). 

73 This was accepted by Budde, Smith, Nowack, Dhorme, Kittel, 
Fernandez and McCarter. 

74 But hqu auxoi r\\Qov in mss b o c 2 e 2 . 

75 Kai eyevexo auxaiv ovxojv in cod B, but ojq auxoi qoav in 
b o c 2 e 2 . 

76 Graetz, Geschichte der Juden I, p. 159, note 2. 


77 Ehrlich, p. 211. 
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one, for the explanation of the presence of Samuel as subject, 
in Ehrlich's interpretation, requires the plus of LXX which 
he dismisses as unnecessary. That it could have been intro¬ 
duced in the text, occasioned the change of subject in v.15a, 
and then fallen out again is possible, but unlikely. 

An additional problem with the LXX plus is the 
identification of the two groups of people who are mentioned 
there, to xaxaXippa xou Xaou and xou Xaou tou itoXepioxou. 

The HaxaXippa xou Xaou may be a reference to those who re¬ 
mained with Saul after some had scattered while waiting for 
Samuel to arrive at Gilgal (v.11), although the use of this 
term is somewhat surprising. In v.2, occurs but it is 

translated in LXX by xaxaXomov. The word xaxaX(e)LpMa 
occurs seventeen times in LXX but m* lies at its base only 
at Job 22:20.^ If in*> occurred in the original text here, 
one would expect HaxaXoutov as its translation. 

The other group mentioned here, the X.aoq icoXepioxns, 
is even more mysterious. From the other uses of the term 
nnnt>nn oy or nnnt>nn it seems unlikely that this can be 

a reference to enemy forces, although 0L V seems to have 
understood it in this way: In obviam populo quern ( qui 0L S ) 

expugnabant illos (eos 0L S ) venientes ex Galgala in Gabaa 
7Q 

iri colle Beniamin . 7 The term nnn!?nn oy is encountered only 
at Josh 8:1.3; 10:7; 11:7, and never refers to enemy forces. 
nnn!?nn occurs twenty-one times 0 of which only one, 

Jer 49:26, refers to the enemy, and there it is only a passing 
reference to the troops of Damascus, not a force with which 
Israel was actively engaged in battle. 

78 In the Historical Books, HaxaX(e)ipua is used for: *i*:i 

(1 Kgs 15:9); (2 Kgs 10:11); miNW (2 Sam 14:7; 

2 Kgs 19:31). In 1 Kgs 12:24, it occurs, as in 1 Sam 
13:15, with no Hebrew base. 

79 Note that OL contains the fuller reading ex Galgala in 
Gabaa in colle Beniamin , such as is found in Ant, although 
the word order follows cod B otherwise. 

80 Num 31:28.49; Dt 2:14.16; Josh 5:4.6; 6:3; 10:24; 1 Sam 
18:5; 1 Kgs 9:22; 2 Kgs 25:4.19; Jer 38:4; 39:4; 41:3.16; 
49:26; 51:32; 52:7.25; Joel 4:9. 
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Hertzberg identified this group with the force 

O <1 

stationed at Geba under Jonathan, but even if this were so, 
it is difficult to see why the distinction should be made 
between those who were with Saul and the Xaoq itoXepioxns, 
for his forces should have fallen into this category as well. 
Further, there is no indication, outside of this plus, that 
the troops remained separated after Jonathans victory over 
the Philistine garrison in v.3. In fact, indications to the 
contrary are found at v.4b, where the people were summoned 
to join Saul at Gilgal, and in vv.15b and 16, where the same 
term, oyn is used to describe those who were with Saul 

in v.15 and with Saul and Jonathan in v.16. 

We must next look at this verse within its context 
in the over-all narrative. First of all, chapter 13 appears 
to be a composite, consisting of at least two separate 
accounts which have been put together. Vv.2-7a and 5b-23 
tell of the Israelites* preparations for the battle with the 
Philistines at Michmash and constitute one story, while 
vv.7b-15a contain the account of Saul*s disobedience in 

o p 

sacrificing at Gilgal and of Samuel’s displeasure with him. 
Further, vv.7b-15 seem to be a later addition to the original 
narrative.Thus, the interpolation describing Saul’s 
sacrifice and Samuel’s denunciation of Saul and his dynasty 
ends at 13:15a with Samuel departing from Gilgal, while v.15a 
continues the interrupted story of the battle preparations. 

If the story-line is followed immediately from v.7a to v.15b, 

Saul and his troops never left their encampment in the Gibeah 
84 

region. It is possible that the two accounts were put 

81 Hertzberg, p. 107. 

82 Cf. Wellhausen, pp. 82 f. 

83 Cf. B. Birch, The Rise of the Israelite Monarchy: The 
Growth and Development of 1 Sam 7-15 (Missoula, 1976), 
p. 75. 

84 Wellhausen, Prolegomena zur Geschichte Israels^ (1905), 
who notes for 1 Sam 13:1b that "hatjnan wieder den Ein- 
druck, dass Saul mit den Seinigen langst in Gibea ge- 
standen habe, als die Feinde gegenuber Lager schlugen; 
nur so versteht sich der Gegensatz des zustandlichen 
Particips ( sedentes ) und der inchoativen Perfekts 
( castramenti sunt )” (p. 254). 
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together with the seams still showing, so that Saul and his 
men suddenly appear in Geba in 13:16. If this is so, then 
the plus of LXX constitutes an excellent narrative bridge, 
designed to smooth over a contradiction in the text caused by 
the insertion of the story of Saul’s sacrifice. It is sig¬ 
nificant that LXX for 1 Sam 15:12 f., which again tells of 
Saul offering sacrifice against Samuel’s wishes, also contains 

a plus. At 15:12 f., however, a much larger majority of 

85 

commentators has called its authenticity into question. 

Both of these pluses, in fact, may be signs of later editorial 
activity. 

As far as Samuel’s anomalous departure for Gibeah 
Benjamin is concerned, it must be noted that when he leaves 
Gilgal in 13:15, Samuel disappears entirely from the scene 
until 15:1, where he suddenly appears in order to anoint Saul 
as king. In the intervening sections, the battle with the 
Philistines is fought, with the interlude of Jonathan’s 
disobedience and subsequent re-instatement in chapter 14. 

In 14:46, at the end of the battle, we are told that ’’Saul 
went up from pursuing the Philistines,” without any speci¬ 
fication as to where he went. It does not seem too far¬ 
fetched to presume that he went to his home at Gibeah, which 
would make the scene with Samuel in 15:1 understandable. It 
is, therefore, possible to consider that the original text 
of 13:15 did say that Samuel went up to Gibeah Benjamin, even 
though he is not elsewhere connected with this town. 

The main arguments for the acceptance of the LXX 
plus here are the need for coherence within the narrative 
and the occasion provided by the repetition of for 

accidental omission through haplography. We have seen, how¬ 
ever, the difficulties encountered in finding a suitable 
Hebrew retroversion for this plus, whereas the Hebrew text 
of MT is grammatically impeccable. Further, the plus occurs 
precisely at the point in the narrative which admirably 
smooths over the transition between two originally separate 


85 See below, at 1 Sam 15:12 f. 
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accounts. An editor who wished to clear up the difficulties 
here could easily have made his correcting insertion at the 
precise point at which the problems occurred, the mention of 
Gilgal, thus creating a text which gave the appearance of 
providing the occasion for an accident through homeoteleuton. 
This combination of factors should at least make us hesitant 
to pronounce too quickly and too categorically in favor of 
the originality of this plus which has, nevertheless, won the 
favor of a large majority of commentators on Samuel. 

1 Sam 14:41 


MT: ino*n D^rni non oqnm 

inx* nym inNun 

B 

LXX : xai entev EaouX Kupie o 0eoq IapaqX, u on oum 

aue*pi0ns to) 6ouXa) oou aqpepov; r\ ev epoi n ev 
IcovaBav to) uigo pou r\ abixia; Kupie o 0eoq IapaqX, 

6oq bnXouq' Mai eav xabe emr), 6oq 6q to) Xaa) aou 
Iapar)X, 6oq 6q oaiounTOt. xai HXnpouxai Iu)va0av Mai 
EaouX, Mai o Xaoq e^r^Oev. 

LXX Ant : Mai euev ZaouX Kupie o 0eoq IapaqX, u on oum 
aueKpi0ri<S to) 6ouXa> aou aqpepov; ei ev epoi n ev 
Ia)va0av to) uia) pou r\ abixia, Kupie o 0eoq IapaqX, 

6oq 6r)Xouq. Mai ei xa6e emoiq Ev tu> Xau> n abiHia, 

6oq ooiothtoi. Mai xaTaxXnpouxai XotouX Mai Iu)va0av, 

Mai eZ>r\\Qev o Xaoq. 

The plus present in LXX of 1 Sam 14:41, which 
extends from u oti oum aiceHpi0ns to IapaqX 3° in cod B, intro¬ 
duces the Urim and Tummim into the lot-casting process when 
Saul asks that the Lord indicate the guilty party which 
impeded the giving of the oracle in v.37. Already Houbigant 
accepted the originality of the plus, although he blamed the 

omission in MT on a scribe*s eye having skipped from non 

86 

[o^vik] (6oq 6r)Xouq) to D*>nn non (6oq 6n oaiOTqxa). Thenius, 
blaming the omission on an accident through homeoteleuton 
from the first to the third , likewise claimed origi- 


86 Houbigant, p. 308; although this does not explain the 
omission of the first part of the plus, from u ou to 
Kupie o 0eoq IapaqX. 
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nality for the LXX text. 87 By far the majority of commen¬ 
tators has subscribed to the accidental omission of this 

88 

rather lengthy plus and read with LXX. Recent trans- 

8Q 

lations have, for the most part, accepted it as well. y 

Wellhausen argued in favor of the plus on the 

grounds that o*nn by itself in the text would not have been 

sufficient to evoke the insertion of the Urim and Tummim by 

the pen of a later editor, and that if D’nn nnn is to mean 

"Gieb Wahrheit = bring sie ans Licht 11 , then the would 

occur here with no previous mention of lot-casting, contrary 

QO 

to its ordinary usage. To these, Smith added three other 
arguments for adopting the LXX text: 1) "the improbability 
of its being invented by a later author; 2) the difficulty 
of making sense of the received text; 3) the loss by homeo- 

Q 1 

teleuton is very probable." In addition to these internal 
reasons, most commentators also point out the value of this 
plus as being the only passage which gives us any information 
concerning how the Urim and Tummim actually worked in con¬ 
veying an oracular decision from the Lord. 

Those who oppose the originality of this plus, 
beginning with Clericus, find that the MT make sufficient 
sense as it stands.9 2 Klostermann maintained that the LXX 
found the MT form of this account "zu nackt" and therefore 
introduced the Urim and Tummim in order to fill it out.93 
Ehrlich rejected the plus on the grounds that therein Saul 
gives Yahweh instructions which are too detailed. Basing 
his judgment on Dt 13:18 ini), he emends the text 

87 Thenius 1 , p. 56. 

88 Ewald, Wellhausen, Lohr, Nowack, Peters, Driver, Budde, 
Smith, Dhorme, Graetz, Hummelauer, McCarter, Kittel, 
HOTTP, Barthelemy. 

89 RSV, NEB, NAB, BJ, Dhorme (1956), Osty. Those who have 
maintained MT here include Hertzberg, TOB, Eu and BHS. 

90 Wellhausen, p. 94. 

91 Smith, p. 122. 

92 "Qui sensus cum sat perspicuus esset, mirum est LXX Intt. 
de suo tot verba infarsisse," Clericus, p. 122. 

93 Klostermann, p. 52. 
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Qjl 

to Q’nm non, but otherwise accepts MT. There is, however, 
no justification in the text or in any of the versions for 
such an emendation. 

Fernandez likewise rejected the LXX plus. He dis¬ 
counted as too coincidental the fact that in two successive 
verses, 41 and 42, such accidental omissions should have 
taken place.^ He dismissed as simply unproven Wellhausen*s 
argument that no one, coming upon o*>nn in the text, would 

96 

have thought to read Tummim unless Urim was also present. 

On the other hand, he finds no difficulty in explaining the 
addition of such a plus. Since the redactor knew that the 
context was one of casting lots, when he stumbled on Q’on he 
read which was a known means of consulting the Lord, 

and since always went with it, he added the Urim along 

97 

with the rest of the formula. 1 

98 

Keil rejected the plus as "ganz werthlos". While 

he considered it indisputable that LXX understood o*nn as 

99 

Tummim , he labeled erroneous the conclusion of Ewald 1717 and 
Thenius that the passage fell out of the text. He reasons 
that nowhere in the Hebrew OT are lot** or (v.42) ever 

used with the Urim and Tummim , but rather they are technical 
terms for a simple lot-casting. Secondly, he noted that 
passages such as 1 Sam 10:22 and 2 Sam 5:23 clearly show that 
the Urim and Tummim did not give simple "yes” and "no” 
answers but also added further information as well. 100 

94 Ehrlich, p. 215. 

95 In fact, the majority of commentators rejects the authen¬ 
ticity of the plus at v.42. See below. 

96 "... pero es dsta una mera afirmacion sin prueba alguna, 
y que por tanto podemos dispensarnos de refutar," Fer¬ 
nandez, p. 89. 

97 Fernandez, pp. 88 ff. 

98 Keil, p. 107. 

99 Ewald, Geschichte II, p. 482, note 1: "V.41 lies O’afl 

fur und erganze das Uebrige aus den LXX." 

100 Keil, p. 107. See also Erdmann, who reproduces Keil's 
arguments. 
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Schulz presented six observations which, in his 
opinion, weaken the argument in favor of the originality of 
the plus. 101 First, the absence of the article with 6qXous 
and ooioxqxa in Greek, and o^nn in Hebrew, contradicts what 
one would expect for the Urim and Tummlm after the example 
of Ex 28:30; Lev 8:8; Num 27:21; and 1 Sam 28:6. Second, 
if Yahweh is solemnly asked to give Urim and/or Tummim , one 
would expect an expression such as, "Then he gave the Urim 
lot,” or "Then the Urim lot fell out,” instead of the words, 
"Then Saul and Jonathan were taken." This latter phrase is 
similar to that of 1 Sam 10:20 f., where there is no question 
of Urim and Tummim in the text. Third, Saul*s question to 
Yahweh in the LXX text seems to be an addition which, 
moreover, appears to be in the wrong place, since already 
in v.40 the preparation for the lot-casting has taken place. 
Fourth, in the text of LXX , only the second sentence is 
conditional (eav xa6e euiri), whereas the first contains an 
independent disjunctive question, "Is the guilt with me or 
with my son Jonathan?" On the other hand, if one recognizes 
an erroneous form in the text of B and accepts that of Ant, 
it is possible to say that this has been smoothed over in 
order to avoid the difficulty and to be more in conformity 
with such passages as 1 Sam 20:7 ff. and 20:21 f, Further, 
ei xa6e emoiq of Ant creates a difficulty, for, on the one 
hand, commentators since Wellhausen have translated this 
phrase , n©*> on, while on the other, the Greek text definitely 
indicates that Yahweh should speak here. Fifth, just as 
Saul's question to Yahweh (xi oxi oux ontoxpiOqq xa) 6ouXa) oou 
oqpepov;) appears to be an addition to the text, the same 
could be said of the second question (q ev epoi q ev Io- 
vaOotv x<d uia) pou q abixia;). Since the phrase Kupie o 0eoq 
IopaqX occurs both at the beginning and at the end of these 
two questions, Schulz suggests that it indicates the 


101 Schulz I, pp. 213-216. 

102 A. Toeg, "A Textual Note on 2 Samuel XIV 41," VT 19 
(1969), p. 497. 



187 


artificial nature of these questions. Sixth, according to 
Schulz, 6nXouq as a supposed translation for 0’HN here is 
questionable. It appears as such in 1 Sam 28:6 and Num 27:1, 
but in Dt 33:8 6r)Xouq is the translation for cpnn. It can 
be argued that LXX, for oaioTnta, read the consonants o*nn, 
but it is possible that where LXX has 6qXouq, this is meant 
to represent o*nn as well. Further, the 6q before ooioir\xa 
could be the remnant of another 6r)Xouq. If this is so, and 
if one eliminates what Schulz describes as insertions in 
points three and five, the resulting text reads Kupie o 0eoq 
IopaqX 6oq 6r)Xouq, just as is found in MT. 

A. Toeg has criticized several of these points of 
Schulz*. With regard to the sixth observation, Toeg notes 
that Schulz "has been misled by the mechanical system used 
to coordinate between the Greek and the Hebrew in [Hatch- 
RedpathJ .... It is hard to tell whether this inversed 
order is to be attributed to the translator or to the Hebrew 

Vorlage. What remains unquestionable, however, is that we 

102 

have to do here with a typical case of harmonization." 
Concerning the repetition of Kupie o 0eoq IoparjX as a sign 
of insertions in the Greek text, he maintains that "the 
more extensive version presents a comprehensible whole. 
Should one indeed break this up into a quite mechanical 
accumulation of various elements, each necessitating an 
explanation of its own, the comprehensible whole being 
merely incidental?" 10 -^ 

J. Lindblom, in his article on "Lot-casting in 
the Old Testament," 10 ** also took up the question of the 
value of this LXX plus. In its favor, he notes, is that 
"it is materially interesting, and that it gives the im¬ 
pression of originality, "while the Hebrew text is "extremely 
condensed and for this reason somewhat obscure." 10 ^ On the 


103 Toeg, "A Textual Note...," p. 496. 

104 J. Lindblom, "Lot-casting in the Old Testament," VT 12 
(1962) 164-178. 

105 Lindblom,"Lot-casting...," p. 176. 
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other hand, with regard to the alleged meaninglessness of 
the MT that some authors claim, Lindblom maintains that it 
is "in its concentration an example of good Hebrew nar¬ 
rative style and does not differ much from many narratives 
in Genesis against which no objection has been raised." 10 ® 

He translates the difficult o^nn nan as "Give a true de¬ 
cision", with the observation that "from the sense Complete, 
intact, blameless* there is only a short step to the sense 
'correct, true, reliable' 1 Moreover, as to the objection 

that in MT the statement that "Jonathan and Saul were taken" 
is not sufficiently prepared for, he counters that "to every 
Hebrew reader it was immediately clear that the measures 
taken in the previous part of the narrative in order to dis¬ 
cover who was guilty ... had reference to an ordinary lot¬ 
casting procedure." 10 ® 

Lindblom rejects the originality of the LXX text 
for this verse on what he calls "material grounds". By this 
he means that the lot-casting procedure described in vv.38-42 
was erroneously thought by the LXX translators to have been 
a cultic one performed by priests, such as is found in vv. 
36-37 immediately preceding. The introduction of the Urim 
and Tummim . which were the apparatus of cultic lot-casting, 
is the evidence of this error. According to Lindblom, the 
terminology used in vv.38-42 makes it clear that it was a 
case of civil lot-casting performed by the laity: "The two 
parties were placed opposite to each other. Saul and Jo¬ 
nathan were 'taken* and the people 'went out'.... And, 
above all, it was not a particular individual who performed 
the lot-casting, it was a group.... The priest had no 
function at all." 10 ^ He goes on to say that it was the LXX 


106 

Lindblom, 

"Lot 

107 

Lindblom, 

"Lot 

108 

Lindblom, 

"Lot 

109 

Lindblom, 

"Lot 


casting ...," p. 176. 
casting . ..," p. 176. 
casting ...," p. 176. 
casting p. 177. 
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translators who, coming upon the word o*nn, conceived of it 
as o *>)?$, "and as a designation for the priestly oracle. This 
became the starting point for the creation of the expanded 
text."^^ The problem according to him, was one of igno¬ 
rance, for "the naked truth is that the Greek text presents 
a wholly unhistorical picture of what occurred and that the 
Greek translators in Egypt had no certain conception of how 

a priestly oracle with its affirmative or negative answers 
ill 

really worked." 

This survey of opinions shows that while the major¬ 
ity of authors accepts the originality of the plus here, 
this is by no means unanimous. In analysing this LXX plus, 
we must first establish the Greek text since there are slight 
but significant differences in the manuscripts. 


cod B 

Kupie o 0 eos IopotnX 
u oti oux aitexpi0ns to) 
6ouXa) aou anpepov; 

H ev epoi n ev Ia)vot 0 av 
to) ui(i) pou n abixia; 
Kupie o 0 eos IopotnX 
60s 6nXouq 
xoti eav ta6e eiitn 
609 6r) to) Xaa) oou IopanX 
60s &n ooioxnxot 


Ant 

Kupie o 0 eos IopotnX 
XI OTI OUX O£TteXpl 0 nS TW 
6ouXa) aou onpepov; 
ei ev epoi n ev IwvotBotv 
to) uia) pou n otbixia 
Kupie o 0 eos IopotnX 
60s 6nXous 
xoti ei xot6e entois 
ev to) Xota) n ot6ixia 
60s ooioxnxot 


The Ant text is almost perfectly symmetrical 
with its two conditional clauses, ei ev epoi... corre¬ 
sponding to xoti ei... ev to) Xota>...; with a6ixiot in final 
position twice; and the parallel 60s 6nXous, 60s ooioxnTot. 
The text of cod B, on the other hand, is uneven, fuller, and 
awkward. It may be argued that in Saul*s speech, which is 
addressed to the Lord in preparation for the lot-casting, 
one would expect a clear, balanced and well-expressed state¬ 
ment such as is in Ant, but if this is true, the more pro¬ 
blematic text of B is hard to account for. The symmetry of 
Ant would seem to be an indication of its secondary, re¬ 
worked status. 


110 Lindblom, "Lot-casting...," p. 177. 

111 Lindblom, "Lot-casting...," p. 177. 
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As far as B is concerned, Wellhausen has plausibly 

112 

suggested that 60s 6n 1° is a mistaken insertion, but 
otherwise it is most likely the most primitive form of the 
Greek text. If we follow B here, along with a certain number 
of other mss, the picture given of how the oracle is supposed 
to work is at slight variance from the text of Ant. A number 

lio 

of mss do not contain the second a6ix1a, J and these same 

114 

mss lack ev in the phrase ev to) Xaa). Further, they all 

contain the phrase 60s 6q Ta) ^ aa) aou * The resultant text 

in these mss reads xai eav xa6e eiitriQ (etitn in B) 60s (A om.) 

6n to) Xaa) aou IapanX 60s 6n oaioxnxa. They seem, therefore, 

to indicate, if one reads the Greek simply as it stands, that 

if Yahweh gives 6nXot>s to Saul and Jonathan as a sign of 

guilt, then he is asked to give ooioxnxa to the people. In 

this case, the ooioxnxa (or tnnn) seems to be conceived of 

as a sign of innocence, not of guilt. The alternative is 

11 *5 

to reinstate the preposition ev before to> Xao>. If such is 

the case, then the ooioxnxa (o>nn) becomes a sign of the 
people 1 s guilt. Wellhausen has pointed out that the first 
6 oq 6n is probably a mistaken insertion in the text. While 
this seems to be a very likely possibility, it does not ex¬ 
plain how an original preposition ev before toj Xao) could 
have been forced out of the text, and thus, cod B, as the 
oldest Greek text available, was without the preposition 
and seems to have understood D*>»n as a sign of the people*s 
innocence. 

The 0 L text for this verse is partially preserved 
and this text as well is not entirely uniform. Sabatier’s 
text reads: quid est quod non responderis servo tuo hodie ? 

Si in me , aut in Jonatha filio meo , haec iniquitas est , da 
ostensionem ; aut si ita est in populo tuo haec iniquitas , 


112 Wellhausen, p. 94 , note. 

113 BAcdlpqtyza^. Msz reads as B, but then adds 
xai ei xa6e eiicoiq ev xa) Xaa) n a6ixia 6oq ooioxnxa as 
in Ant. 

114 Except for ms y, which contains the ev here. 

115 As found in mss Nabefhimnosvwyb2e2« 
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da sanctitatem . Vercellone^ text reads: Dominus Deus 
Israel , quid est , quod non responderis servo tuo hodie ? 

Aut si in me aut si in filio meo Jonatha iniquitas est , 
Domine Deus Israel , da ostensionem : quae est iniquitas in 
populo tuo Israel die , da sanctitatem . Sabatier*s text is 
closer to Ant, although Kupie o 0eoq IopaqX is lacking. Aut 
si ita est for xai ei xa6e eticoiq is, however, problematic. 
Vercellone^ text, while resembling B at aut si in me aut si 
in filio ..., seems closer to Ant with quae est iniquitas in 
populo tuo Israel die , although neither text is a literal 
reproduction of any Greek form. They are both in agreement, 
however, that ostensionem is a sign of guilt in Saul and 
Jonathan and sanctitatem is a sign of guilt in the people. 

Josephus makes no reference to the Urim and Tummim 
here and, in fact, does not seem to show any particular 
interest in the lot-casting process since he has simply: 

"... he forthwith caused them [the people ] all to stand in 
one place, and stood himself with his son in another, and 
sought by the lot (xXnpo>) to discover the sinner; and the 
lot indicated Jonathan." 11 ^ 

The expression o’nfl nan has been criticized as 

117 " r * 

incorrect, ' although, as we saw, defended by Lindblom as 
constituting perfectly good Hebrew narrative. The verb an’, 
outside of the occasions where it serves as a kind of in¬ 
terjection ( f, Come now... 11 in Gen 11:3-4.7; 38:16; Ex 1:10), 
means "to give", but does not appear in a lot-casting or 
oracular context outside of 14:41. It ordinarily takes a 
concrete direct object (e.g., Gen 29:21, when Jacob says to 
Laban, "Give me my wife."), but can also have the meaning 
"to ascribe", as in Ps 29:1: "Ascribe to the Lord glory 

1 1 Q 

and strength." E. Noort has pointed out the use of non 


116 Ant. VI, 125. 

117 E. g. Toeg, who notes, "This vocalization seems to be a 
desperate attempt to make the best of a corrupt text" 
("A Textual Note...," p. 497). 

118 Cf. also Pss 29:2; 96:7.8; 1 Chr 16:28 f.; Dt 32:3- 
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in the Qumran Testimonia in a text which cites Dt 33:8: 
ynon er>Nt> yviNi *pnn inn in# Although nan 

appears here with the Urim and Tummim , it is not used in 
the sense of giving an oracle or a response, but in the 
simple handing over of the material objects. Nonetheless, 
of course, the fact that this verb is used with them here 
cannot be discounted. Noort concludes that o’njj nan should 
be read at 1 Sam 14:41, but at the same time rightly points 
out that "the Qumran parallel in itself naturally says 
nothing about the plus of LXX over against MT at 1 Sam 
14:41 .« 120 

outside of its use as describing the purity 
of animals for sacrifice, 1 ^ 1 usually means "complete", 
"sound", "innocent", and many commentators have insisted on 
its lack of suitability in the context of 14:41. 122 A good 
number, however, claim that it fits well here, although 
their proposals for its meaning are varied. 12 ^ Klostermann, 
on the other hand, while rejecting the LXX plus, nevertheless 
read d*>hiij here and translated: "Offenbare (die Schuld und) 
die Unschuld. " 121 * 

While tnng is basically used adjectivally, it may 

1 PE 

be used as a substantive as well. BDB J gives as one of its 
meanings, "What is complete, entirely in accord with truth 
and fact" (cf. Am 5:10; Judg 9:16.19; Josh 24:14; Pss 18:26 
(= 2 Sam 22:26); 84:12). LXX has translated with no 

less than twenty-six different adjectives or nouns, although 
in cod B, 1 Sam 14:41 is the only time it appears as ooloTnS- 


119 E. Noort, "Eine weitere Kurzbemerkung zu 1 Samuel XIV 
41," VI 21 (1971), p. 114. 

120 Noort, "Eine weitere Kurzbemerkung...," p. 116. 

121 Lev passim; Ex 12:5; Num 6:14; Ezek 43:22.23; 45:18; 
46:4“ 

122 E. g. Driver, p. 117. 

123 Keil: "Gib Unstraf.lichkeit"; Erdmann: "Schaffe Recht"; 
Schulz: "Lass die Wahrheit an den Tag kommen"; Stoebe: 
"Gib vollkommene Klarheit"; Lindblom: "Give a true de¬ 
cision"; Hertzberg: "Give a right judgment". 

124 Klostermann, p. 52. 

125 BDB, sub Q^nft. 
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But in seven occurrences of o^ni) we find the following 
variants from cod B: 12 ^ 

Josh 24:14 ev euOuxriTi] ooloxhti g n w 
Judg 9:16 xeXeioxriTi ] ooioxr)xi g 1 n o w 
9:16 TeXeioTriTi] ooioxnTi g 1 n o w 
2 Sam 22:24 apaHioqJ oaioq b o c^ e 2 
22:26 xeXeiou] oaioov b o c 2 e 2 
22:31 aiicoiio?] ooia b o c 2 e 2 
22:33 aiia)|iov*J oaioxnTa b o c 2 e 2 

The picture that emerges from these variants is 
that mss g (1) n (o) w in Josh-Judg and b o c 2 e 2 in 2 Sam 
have a preference for the ooio- for o^nn. In cod B, ooioq 
for D’nn appears only at Prv 2:21; Am 5:10; Sir 39:24. For 
the passages cited above from 2 Sam, mss b o c 2 e 2 represent 
the 0G, as do g 1 n o w in Josh-Judg. 

In the other passages in which the Urim and Tummim 
appear, ooioxns is never used for these terms: 

Ex 28:30 D*nnn-riNi o*niKn-riK] Tpv 6nXa)Oiv xai xnv aXpOeiav 
Lev 8:8 » " ] xnv bnXajaiv xai xpv aXpOeiav 

Num 27:21 CPViNn oawnn] xnv wpioiv xtov 6nXtov 
Dt 33:8 iniKi T>nn] 6nXouq auxou xai aXnOeiav auxou 
1 Sam 28:6 o*>vik:i] ev xoiq 6nXoiq 

Ezr 2:63 d^vik^J xotq cpajxi^ouoiv xai xoiq xeXeioiq 

Neh 7:65 O’nm cp-iinM qxoxiotov 
Isa 24:15 0*>*nNnJ- 

Since never occurs in Sam we may not draw any 

absolute conclusions as to how it would have been rendered by 
the LXX translators, but if we take the information we have 
at hand, it seems evident that at 14:41 they were aware of 
the vocalization o*>»g since they rendered it as ooioxn^ot. 


126 Outside of the passages cited, appears, in Josh- 

Judg-Sam, elsewhere only at Josh 10:13, where the context 
understandably does not suggest ooioxns. 
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The expression o*nn nnn occurs nowhere else in the 
Bible. We do have, however, one instance of im, at 

Ps 18:33 (on o*nn inm), although parallel in 2 Sam 
22:33 reads *um for inm. LXX translates Ps 18:33 as non. 
eQexo apcopov Tqv o6ov pou, while for 2 Sam 22:33 we find 
xai e£eTiva£ev apajpov Tqv o6ov pou in cod B, but b o c^ e 2 
(OG) read 6i6ouq oatoxriTa xaiq o6oiq. Thus, the notion of 
"giving tamim " is not entirely absent from the Bible. 

One of the major difficulties in deciding upon the 
authenticity of the LXX plus at 1 Sam 14:41 is the scarcity 
of information given in the Bible concerning the lot-casting 
process in general, and the functioning of the Urim and 
Tummim in particular. An examination of the decisions 
referred to the Lord in Josh-Judg-Sam reveals that the Urim 
and Tummim as such are never mentioned. In simple inquiries, 
the formula is mrro iwe?. 127 Of the eleven instances of 
this form of inquiry, the actual presence of the ephod is 
mentioned only at 1 Sam 23:11 f. and 30: 7 f. An apparently 
more complicated process, by which gradual elimination 
reveals one individual who is either guilty of something or 
who is specially chosen by God, is described in Josh 7:14-18 
to designate Achan as the transgressor of the covenant, and 
in 1 Sam 10:20 ff. to select Saul as God's chosen king. The 
process in each case consists of the formula i. .. rnp* i. 

In neither case, however, are the Urim and Tummim or the 
ephod specifically mentioned. 

The process described in 1 Sam 14:41 f. most 
closely resembles this gradual elimination process, 
determines the guilty party, while, although mp* i is not 
used here, the picture presented of Saul gathering all the 
people together for the lot-casting, and placing them on 
one side with himself and Jonathan on the other, seems to 
replace this verb. The lack of uniformity in the different 


127 Judg 1:1; 1 Sam 14:37; 22:10.13; 23:2.4; 30:7 f.; 2 Sam 
2:1; 5:19.23. 1 Sam 23:11 f. seems to portray the same 

kind of simple inquiry, although the formula mm buy 
is not used. 
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descriptions of this process is further shown by the fact 
that the solemn invocation of the Lord (which is more in 
evidence in LXX than in MT here), is found only at 14:41 and 
1 Sam 23:11. 

If the ephod or the Urim and Tummim are conceived 
of as being used for each of these oracles, it is again dif- 

1 pO 

ficult to see exactly how they operated. In addition to 

the lack of knowledge surrounding the instruments themselves, 
we do not know how the message of the oracle was communicated. 
For the oracles in the simple form (nm* !>nw), the response 
is not merely a "yes" or "no", "true" or "false" answer, but 
often contains more than what was in the request. For ex¬ 
ample, at 1 Sam 23:2, when David inquires, 11 f Shall I go and 
attack these Philistines? 1 " the Lord's response is, ,ff Go 
and attack the Philistines and save Keilah.'" 

In the two instances outside of 1 Sam 14:41 where 
the process of gradual elimination is employed, some indica¬ 
tion of choice obviously must have been given, although it 
has not been preserved for us in the texts. This fact, 
coupled with the absence of any mention of lot-casting 
instrument or even, in most cases, of an invocation to the 
Lord, may be an indication that at the time of the writing 
of these books, there was a lack of knowledge, or a lack of 
interest, about the lot-casting process itself. As far as 
the three instances of gradual elimination are concerned, 
they are each situated within a larger context where the 
main point of the story is other than the simple designation 
of the person involved, which may explain this lack of 
attention to detail as well. For 1 Sam 14:41, this may be 
an indication that the Urim and Tummim are not absolutely 
necessary for the story. In fact, if the attention to detail 
found in the LXX plus here is compared with the apparent 


128 Cf. E. Robertson, "The Urim and Tummim: What Were They?" 
VT 14 (1964), p. 68, who observes that "... no hint is 
given as to what the Urim and Tummim are, nor in what 
way they are used." 
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lack of concern for such details in the other lot-casting or 
oracle accounts, the LXX form of this text may be seen as 
strangely out of place. 

A further indication of the confusion surrounding 
these lot and oracle texts is the high incidence of di¬ 
vergency between MT and LXX. In Josh 7:17 f., 1 Sam 10:21, 
14:41, 23:11 f., and 30:7 the two texts are in disagreement, 
as the underlined portions indicate: 

Josh7:17 f.: ’mm nnawn n h mb'*') min’ nnawn-nN mp’i 1 ? 

18 - 

pnj)!) inm-nx mp’i ’mt m!?’i omm!? mim nnawn-nK mp’i 

min’ non!? mr-n ’mT-m mm-m ioy m!?’i 
1 7 

LXX: 'xai upoanxOn xaia bripouq, xai evebeixOn o Zapai‘ 

18 

xai icpoanxOn *axa avbpa, xai evebeixOn Axap uioq Zap|3oi 
uiou Zapa. 

1 Sam 10:21 : monn nnawn m!?ni innawn!? inmn onvy-nN mp’i 

Nxm xtn inwpmi ty’p-m b 1 ]*?) m!?’i 

D 

LXX : xai TipooaYei axnrcxpov Beviapeiv eiq cpuXaq, xai xaxa- 
xXnpouxai cpuXn Maxxapei* xai TtpopaYoua i v xr|V (puXnv Maxxapei 
eiq avbpa q, xai xaxaxXnpouxai ZaouX uioq Keiq, xai e^r\T£i 
auxov, xai oux eupiaxexo. 

1 Sam 23:11 f.: ynw newo b*iKv mm nm nt>’yp ’mxom 11 

1 2 

nm nnK’i m’ nin’ mam fo-ixn bK~w> mt>N mn’ vmy 

m’AO’ nin’ nnK’i tnavy-nm ’vmN-nNi m* n^’yp ’t>yn imom 
B 11 

LXX : ei arcoxXelaQnaeTai xai vuv ei xaxapnaexai ZaouX 

xaOcoq n^ouaev o bouXoq aou; Kupie o Qeoq IapanX, aitarne i Xov 
1 2 

xoo 6ouXa) aou. ,c xai emev Kupioq AnoxXeiaOnoexai . 

1 Sam 30:7 : ’t? Kj- nigmn imn nn’^K-^K nn nnN’i 

in-!»x mxn-nN inm* wmi mm 

D 

LXX : xai euev Aaueib Ttpoq A0ia0ap xov lepea uiov AxeipeXex 
7cpoaa7a7£ xo ecpoub. 

Is it merely a coincidence that so many of these 
texts having to do with lots or oracles have been altered 
or have suffered textual accidents? With such an accumula¬ 
tion of texts, it seems more plausible to conclude that 
editorial activity has taken place in texts which described 
an institution that was no longer in use at a later moment 
in Israel f s history. 



197 


In later Jewish literature, the Urim and Tummim 
seem to have taken on a greater importance than in the Bible 
itself. Both the Babylonian and the Jerusalem Talmuds give 
an etymological explanation for the Urim and Tummim , although 
they are not exactly the same in both places. In the Babylon¬ 
ian Talmud we read, "Why were they called Urim and Tummim ? 

Urim because they made their words enlightening. Tummim 
because they fulfill their words." 7 And in the Jerusalem 
Talmud it is explained, " Urim because it illuminated Israel, 

and Tummim because it smoothed out the way before the Israel- 

1 30 

ites on the road, when they were innocent." J 

In the treatise Sofcah in the Babylonian Talmud, it 

is mentioned that "when the Former Prophets died the Urim and 
1 3 1 

Thummim ceased," J and in Shebu’oth , "For additions are not 

made to the city [of Jerusalem], or to the temple compartments 

1 32 

except by king, prophet, Urim and Tummim ." J 

When David inquires into the cause of the plague 
(2 Sam 21) and MT reads, "And David sought the face of the 
Lord," the treatise Yebamoth relates that, "Resh Lakish 
explained, ’He enquired of the Urim and Tummim . How is this 
inferred? R. Eleazar replied: It is arrived at by an analogy 
between the two occurrences of the expression of "countenance 
of", for here it is written, ’And David sought the counte¬ 
nance of the Lord,* and elsewhere it is written, ’who shall 
enquire for him by the judgment of the Urim before the 
countenance of the Lord’ [Num 27:2l] ."^3 


129 Yoma 73b (trans. L. Jung) in The Babylonian Talmud . 

Mo’ed III, edited by I. Epstein (London, 193d), p. 351. 

130 Yoma VII in Le Talmud de Jerusalem, t. 5, M. Schwab ed. 
(Paris, 1882), p. 246. 

131 Sofrah 48a (trans. A. Cohen) in The Babylonian Talmud . 
Nashim III, edited by I. Epstein (London, 1936), p. 256. 

132 Shebu’oth 14a (trans. A. E. Silverstone) in The 
Babylonian Talmud . Nezikim IV, edited by I. Epstein 
(London, 1935), p. 67 . 

133 Yebamoth 78b (trans. I. W. Slotki) in T he Babylonian 
Talmud .~ Nashim I, edited by I. Epstein (London, 1936), 
p~! 53^. The same explanation is given in the Mishnah 
Rabbah for Numbers VIII,. 
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All of these references show an increased interest 
in the Urim and Tummim , as well as a tendency to refer to 
them in contexts where they are not specifically mentioned 
in the Bible. Especially significant is the final passage 
cited, from Yebamoth , which links the Urim and Tummim to 
David's inquiry through one word, ^ . It is not impos¬ 

sible that D*>nn in 1 Sam 14:41 could have engendered the 
same process. 

Looking now at the form of Saul's invocation to 

the Lord, we note that the LXX lacks making "Lord God 

of Israel” a part of Saul's speech. Most commentators have 

accepted the LXX reading here, and Toeg finds the repetition 

of this formula to be "one of the most remarkable evidences 

1 34 

to the authenticity of G." J Toeg's point that mm 

constitutes a formula used frequently in addressing 

135 

the deity, and almost exclusively in direct speech" J is 
well taken, although the elimination of as a dittography 
(...!>n tnNW ion* i in MT) 1 ^ may be accepted independently of 
any considerations about the authenticity of LXX as far as 
the plus is concerned. His plea in favor of the acceptance 
of the plus based on the repetition of the formula is less 
cogent, however. He maintains that "it can be proved to be 
in conformity with a conventional liturgical formula in 
Israelite divination,"^7 although for all the texts which 
refer to lot-casting or oracles, 1 Sam 23:10 f. alone con¬ 
tains the formula. Its presence there may be used either as 
the verification of its authenticity in 14:41, or as an 
indication that a later editor conceived of the idea of 
inserting it in 14:41 because of its use in 23:10, and thus, 


134 Toeg, "A Textual Note...," p. 497. 

135 Toeg, "A Textual Note...," p. 497. 

136 This was already suggested by Thenius, followed by Budde, 

Klostermann, Smith, Nowack, Dhorme. Schulz and Stoebe 
take mm as the object of and then make 

part of the direct address, but the breaking up of this 
formula seems less likely. 

137 Toeg, "A Textual Note...," p. 497. 
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does not constitute a proof one way or the other. 

The final observation which must be made concern¬ 
ing this plus here is the presence, in v.42, of another LXX 
plus of approximately the same length and manifesting the 
same possibility of having fallen out of MT because of homeo- 
teleuton. Thenius accepted it as authentic, but many commen¬ 
tators have followed Wellhausen in rejecting its authen¬ 
ticity (see below for a fuller discussion of 14:42). It would 
indeed be remarkable that in two consecutive verses exactly 
the same type of error should have occurred. Further, it 
would seem to be necessary to imagine that if a copyist's 
error had taken place for one or both of these verses, it 
must have occurred in a manuscript which was subsequently 
neither re-read for correction nor used publicly in any way. 
The absence of the Urim and Tummim , if they were original in 
the text, would surely have been noticed by anyone familiar 
with the text. 

There is, in reality, nothing in any one of the 
preceding observations which forces us to conclude that the 
LXX plus was not original. On the other hand, however, the 
accumulation of these observations should at least leave 
open the possibility that the LXX translators worked from a 
text which contained simply o^nn mn, as witnessed by their 
translation oaioxrvxa, and took advantage of the similarity 
between this word and o*nn in order to make their addition 
which would have filled out the narrative and introduced the 
Urim and Tummim here. If such was the case, then they would 
have taken the word as their point of departure and 

concluded the insertion on the same word. This case, however, 
is highly uncertain and it does not seem possible to arrive 
at a definite decision either in favor of MT or of LXX here. 

1 Sam 14:42 

MT: imi* >:n:i tnNty infoi 
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Q 

LXX : xat emev XaouX BaXexe ava peaov epou xai ava peaov 

IajvaQav xou ulou pou * ov av xaxaxXnpajanxai Kupioq, 
aicoQavexa). xai emev o Xaoq itpoq XaouX Oux eauv 
to pr\\ia xouxo. xai xaxexpaxnoev XaouX xou Xaou, xai 
paXXouoiv ava peoov auxou xai ava peaov IajvaQav xou 
uiou auxou, xai xaxaxXnpouxai IajvaQav. 

An t 

LXX : xai emev laouX BaXexe xXnpov ava peoov epou xai ava 
peaov IajvaQav xou uiou pou, xai ov eav xaxaxXqpajonxai 
Kupioq, aTcoOavexa). xai emev o Xaoq icpoq XaouX Oux 
eaxai xaxa xo pqpa xouxo. xai xaxexpaxnoev XaouX xou 
Xaou, xai paXXouoiv xXnpouq ava peoov auxou xai ava 
peoov IwvaOav, xai xaxaxXnpouxai IoovaOav. 

Immediately following the plus of 14:41, we find 
another long plus in LXX 14:42 which recounts both the peo¬ 
pled opposition to Saul's decision to cast the lot between 

1 oo 

himself and Jonathan, and the lot-casting itself. Thenius 

attributed the loss of the plus to homeoteleuton occasioned 

by the similarity between and Klostermann added the 

observation that MT is too short as it stands and thus 

requires the material found in LXX, while Budde noted 

that "the sentence is necessary to give perfect point to 

140 

Saul's utterance in v.39. The plus is attested to in 

all Greek mss, although ov... xouxo is marked with 7 in ms 
c 2 and ov... auxou with X in ms m. The same ms m carries the 
marginal note that the plus is found in Theodotion's text 
as well. 


Wellhausen rejected the authenticity of the plus 
on the grounds that even though the people do eventually 
show their opposition, in v.45, it would have been irreverent 
for them to interrupt the lot-casting process with their ob¬ 
jection, and further, the uncertainty of the determination 
of guilt between the two would have been so intolerable for 
the people that they would not have interrupted the process. 
As a result of its interrupting this process, the plus in 
v.42, when compared with the people's demand in v.45 that 


138 He was followed by Klostermann, Smith, Budde, 
Dhorme, Peters and McCarter. 

139 Klostermann, p. 53- 

140 Budde (SBOT), p. 64. 
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Jonathan be exonerated, gives evidence, according to Well- 

141 

hausen, of coming from a "Geist einer spateren Zeit." 

Schulz noted further that the addition really 

adds nothing new to what is said in v.39, which is itself a 

142 

preparation for the opposition of the people in v.45. 

Driver, who took no note of the plus in his first edition, 
observed in the second that "although its omission could be 
readily explained by homeoteleuton , its originality is doubt- 
ful." 143 

The material possibility of an accident through 
homeoteleuton is definitely present here, as the last five 
words of the plus would have been almost exactly the same 
as MT: 144 

MT: nn imp pm >pn ib*>an 

LXX: m imp pm ipn i^pdp 

Since this is so, it is all the more surprising 
that so many commentators and all the recent translations 
have followed Wellhausen in rejecting its authenticity. 

Budde, followed by Smith and Dhorme, specifically opposed 
Wellhausen*s reasoning here, saying that "the people*s dread 
of losing in either case one of their leaders overbears all 

145 

other considerations." Unfortunately, Wellhausen neither 

developed any further his notion of the "Geist einer spateren 
Zeit", nor did he give any further explanation of how he 
arrived at this conclusion. In the decision for or against 
the authenticity of this plus, we are confronted simply with 

different estimations of what would or would not have been 

146 

right for the people to say on such an occasion. 


141 Wellhausen, p. 95, followed by Nowack, Ehrlich, Kittel, 
Schulz, Fernandez, Stoebe, Hertzberg, RSV, NEB, NAB, BJ, 
Gsty, TOB, Eli. 

142 Schulz, p. 217. 

143 Driver, p. 118. 

144 This could especially be so, as McCarter points out 
(p. 248), since the difference between yod and waw was 
frequently very slight. 

145 Budde (SBOT), p. 64. 

146 This case may be an example of what Lohr feared when he 
warned against the danger of the subjectivity too often 
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An examination of the textual witnesses is of no 
greater help in judging the plus. Smith pointed out the 
importance of the fact that it is contained in the codd A 
and B as well as in the "Lucianic" text, plus being one of 

1117 

the few cases which is marked with an asterisk of Origen. 1 
This, however, is simply a confirmation that the text truly 
formed a part of the original 0G, but it may not be used 
mechanically to determine its true authenticity. 

Klostermann and Smith 1 have both argued that the 
MT form of v.42 is too abrupt to have been original. It may 
be, however, that it is merely terse and dramatic, while the 
longer LXX form seems to dissipate the focus of attention, 
thus making the decision less poignant. The aitoOotvexa) in 
the plus, moreover, seems repetitive and unnecessary in the 
light of v.39 where Saul declares that the guilty party 
"shall surely die." The people f s complaint that ouk eoxiv 
to pni-ia touto seems further to dissipate the effect of v.45 
where, once Jonathan has been singled out as the guilty one, 
the people rise in opposition against Saul's condemnation of 
Jonathan to death. While MT seems truncated in omitting to 
say that the lots were actually cast and LXX specifies that 
xai paXXouaiv xx\., the shorter text does not really pose a 
problem. Such texts as 1 Sam 9:3 f. and 13:9 show that, 
once an order is given, the action of its being carried out 
is not necessarily expressed. 

The text of Ant here seems to indicate further 
editorial activity beyond the original Greek text: 


used in deciding on the reading for a text (cf. Intro¬ 
duction, p. 3)- Lohr himself here noted the opposed 
positions without taking a stand (p. 64). 

147 Smith, p. 124. 

148 Klostermann, p. 53; Smith, p. 122. 



203 


B 


Ant 


PaXexe] 
ov av] 
to pnua] 
paXXouoiv] 
tou uiou 
auTOu] 


+ xXnpov 
xai ov eav 
xaia to pnua 
+ xXqpouq 

omit 


In MT, liuan to indicate the casting of lots occurs without 
!?*mn only here and at Job 6:27*^^ In the latter case, the 
lot-casting is not within a context of a decision-making so 
14:42 may be considered to stand alone. 0G translated lit¬ 
erally while Ant apparently wanted to bring the text into 
conformity with the standard formula, ftaXXeiv xXnpov/ouq, 
found in the other texts with tnixn tusn. 

The expression which the people use when they 
complain to Saul, oux sotiv to pnpot touto, is found nowhere 
else, nor does run *mn run* (nb) occur in MT. Ant's var¬ 
iant eoTai for sotiv, 1 ^ 0 appears to be an attempt to improve 
on the grammar of the Greek expression. Thenius explained 
eoTiv as either a mistake for eoTai or as a corruption in 
the Hebrew text where the initial yod of n*n* would have 

1 c i 

been accidentally blotted out. J No one else comments on 
the difficulty of giving a good Hebrew retroversion here. 

This may point, however, to the fact that what looks like a 
translation from Hebrew may be LXX's own Hebraism. 

Considering, therefore, both the apparent super¬ 
fluousness of the material contained in the plus, as well as 
the difficulty in providing a satisfying Hebrew retroversion, 
we can consider this plus not to have been original in the 
text. The reader already knows that Jonathan is the guilty 
one, and is already prepared for his being indicated as such 
by v.39 when Saul says, "Though it be in Jonathan my son, he 
shall surely die." The LXX translators may have been 


149 Contrast 1 Chr 25:8; 26:13 f.; Neh 10:35; 11:1; Est 3:7; 
9:24; Ps 22:19; Prv 1:14; Jon 1:7 (bis), where is 
present. 

150 Which it shares with mss deflmpqstwz. 0L V 
here reads non est hoc verbum , in accordance with cod B. 

151 Thenius 2 , p. 65. 
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disconcerted that the older text did not actually say that 
the lots were cast, and, desiring to add this detail as well 
as spell out the people's opposition to Saul's action, in¬ 
serted the plus whose ending reproduced the last five words 
of the text to which it was added, thus creating a situation 
in the Greek text which, when compared with MT's terser 
presentation of the scene, gave the appearance that the 
shorter text had fallen victim to a textual accident. 

1 Sam 15:12 f. 


12 

MT: Hannon tainirt nn *ip:n mop!> twinw oovm 

no? i 1 3 rv> i •> i oo •>! v> i i> mny 

mm nm-nK ^nmpn mmt> nnN vm !nNta *imoi 

R 12 

LXX : xai O)p0pioev XapounX xai eitopeu0n eis aitavxncHv 

IaparyX npa>L “ xai aitnYY^Xn to) XaouX XeYOvxeq Hxei 
XapoueX eiq KappnXov, moil aveoxaxev auxa) xe^pot. 
xai eiteoxpe^ev to appa xai xaxeftn ei*S TaX^aXa xpoq 
XaouX, xai i6ou auxoq avecpepev oXoxauxajoi v to) Kupia), 
xa itpajxa xa)v oxuXojv ajv n^£Y*ev e£ ApaXn*. 

Tiapeyevexo XapounX icpoq XaouX, xai emev auxco XaouX 
EuXo'yh'cos ou to) Kupia). eoxnoa ooa eXaXnoev Kupioq. 

LXX Ant : 12 xai a)p0pioev XapounX xai eitopeu0n eis aitavxncHv 
to) IopanX icpoii . xai aitnYY^Xn to) XapounX Xeyovtojv 
H xei XaouX eiq xov KappnXov xai i6ou aveoxaxev 
eauxa) x £ Lpa. xai aiceaxpe^ev xo appa auxou, xai xaxe£n 
£iq TaXyaXa. xai nX0ev XapounX rcpoq XaouX xai i6ou 
auxoq av£(p£p£v oXoxauxwpa xa) Kupia), xaq aicaoxas tojv 
oxuXojv u)v r\veyKev £% ApaXn* xai itapEyEVExo XapounX 
itpoq XaouX, xai eitcev auxa) XaouX EuXoYnue^os ou xa> 
Kupia)' £Oxnoa auavxa ooa EXaXnoEv Kupioq. 

In this scene which describes the encounter between 
Samuel and Saul after the latter had disobeyed the Lord's 

D 

order to destroy the Amalekites completely, LXX is charac¬ 
terized by a partial change in the roles attributed to 
Samuel and Saul, a few minor modifications of the text in 
v.12 (+ xai euop£u0n; et? aitavxnoiv IopanX for tnNW nNipt>; 
xai aveoxaxev for msn mm) and a substantial plus which 
tells of Saul's sacrificing the animals taken as booty from 
the Amalekites. Ant has attempted to reconcile MT and LXX: 
while it maintained xai £Tiopeu0n and eiq anavxnoiv IopanX 
and the plus, it has re-established the roles of Samuel and 
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Saul according to MT, added i6ou for mn in v.12, and hqli 

152 

qXOev ZauounX before itpoq LaouX at the beginning of v.13. 

Thenius accepted the originality of the plus, 
attributing its loss to an accident occasioned by the repe¬ 
tition of \d mu both before and after it. It 

must be pointed out, however, that this repetition occurs 
154 

only in Ant and there is no reason here for preferring 

Ant to cod B as a faithful witness of the genuine OG. 

Erdmann rejected the plus on the grounds that LXX 

inserted the mention of the sacrifice here by analogy with 

155 

Saul's sacrifice in 1 Sam 13:8-15. Wellhausen suggested 
that in addition to 13:8-15, 15:21 had also influenced the 
addition, and noted further that it is only in v.14 that 
Samuel hears the bleating of the sheep and the oxen and there 

15 £ 

is no question there of sacrifices. The majority of 

157 

commentators has followed Wellhausen in rejecting the plus. 

Whether 15:1-34 represents a second telling of the 

158 

same sacrifice as that of 13:7b-15a, J or whether the two 
incidents "describe different moments in the progressive 

1 5Q 

denunciation of Saul," the fact of their similarity seems 

1 fiO 

to have led LXX (or already its Vorlage ) to add a clause 
here at 15:12 f. in order to make this similarity more 


152 Likewise OL, here represented by the Quedlinburg frag¬ 
ments (edited by Weissbrodt [Braunsberg, 1887.]). 

153 Along with Ewald, Graetz, Budde, Peters, Dhorme, McCarter. 

154 The phrase xai r|X0ev XapounX is found in mss N e f g h b 
j m n s w b 2 . 

155 Erdmann, p. 195. 

156 Wellhausen, p. 99. 

157 Klostermann, Nowack, Driver, Smith, Hummelauer, Fernandez, 
Ehrlich, Schulz, Kittel, Hertzberg, Stoebe, Barthelemy. 

158 Wellhausen, Prolegomena , pp. 258-260. 

159 McCarter, p. 271, note 4, in agreement with Birch, The 
Rise of the Israelite Monarchy , pp. 105-108. 

160 Klostermann, while rejecting the originality of the plus, 
nevertheless suggested that it went back to a Hebrew 
text (p. 58). Cf. also Stoebe, p. 290. 
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explicit. LXX seems either to have confused the roles of 
Samuel and Saul, or else deliberately to have reversed them. 

In MT it is Saul who went to Carmel to set up a monument, 
while LXX attributes this action to Samuel. The fact that 
LXX says that Samuel rose in the morning to meet "Israel" 
is perhaps an indication that it simply misread naip!?. 

Wellhausen maintained that KQti itapeYevexo lapounX 

itpoq laouX, after the LXX plus, does not belong to the authen- 
161 

tic LXX. This would mean, however, that LXX did not read 
b mvo bn Na>i, or else truncated it to itpoq EaouX. Such 

an explanation seems unnecessary, however, for, as the text 
of OG (cod B) stands, the itpoq laouX at the beginning of v.13 
is necessary to indicate that, in its version, Samuel is the 
subject of all the preceding verbs and that Saul is the 
subject of aveqpepev. It is less probable that it is the 
remnant of a translation of of v .13 than that it is 

an addition. Kat napeyeveTO XapounX itpoq EaouX is the trans¬ 
lation of this phrase after the LXX insertion. An indica¬ 
tion of this is not only that the text of Ant contains the 
clause twice, in an effort to maintain the Greek text while 
accommodating it to MT, but also that Ant preserves the OG 
nau itapeyeveTO in its place, while in its own text it trans¬ 
lates nom as Kat nX0ev. Thus the phrase itpoq laouX of LXX 
v. 12, which cannot be a translation of in v. 13 , 

serves as the hinge between the end of v.12 and the LXX 
insertion. It is integral to the insertion for without it 
auxoq ave<pepev would not have an antecedent. It was, there¬ 
fore, around Saul's name that the plus was inserted into the 
text, the result being that we have, in OG, a text whose 
structure appears to be "haplogenic". Ant, which mistook the 
itpoQ XaouX of v.12 for a vestige of ndm, read 

both Kai nXQev XapounX itpoq laouX in v.12 and 0G f s hou icap- 
eyevero EapounX itpo<s laouX in v.13, thus completing the 
haplogenic form of the text and establishing a text which led 
Thenius and others to make a correction where, in fact, the 


161 Wellhausen, p. 99. 
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"homeoteleuton" was the product of Ant»s misunderstanding of 
OG's insertion. 

1 Sam 23:6 

MT: ix^n xx* xiqn ntnyp x*ix-!>n x^sphn-is xipsn mas *;v>i 

g 

LXX : koli eyevexo ev tu> (puYeiv A|3ia0ap uiov AgeipeXex icpoq 

Aaueib, hou auxoq pexa Aaueib eis KeeiXa xaTej3n> 
exa)v ecpoub ev xr\ xetpi auxou. 

An t 

LXX : xai eyevexo ev xa> tpeuyeiv A|3ia0ap xov ulov AxtpeXex 
Tipoq Aaueib eiq KeeiXa, xatepn excov e<pou6 ev xr\ 
xeipi auxou. 

Most commentators have found this verse puzzling 
both because Abiathar's flight after David has already been 
described in 22:20 and because of the difficulty in making 
any sense out of the grammar of v.6b xx*> xiqn. LXX 

here contains a small plus, xai auxoq pexa Aaueib, in all 
mss except Ant, as well as a slightly different word order 
in v.6b. Thenius considered the plus to be original, having 
fallen out of the text accidentally through homeoteleuton at 

y C p 

xix. As Driver pointed out, however, this does not re¬ 

lieve the verse of difficulty, 1 ^ and even those who reject 
LXX's originality here suggest some rearrangement of v.6b, 
based either on LXX or on an inversion of word order to 
yield xidn xx* (Wellhausen), or xiDNn n!pyp xx* (Nowack, 
Ehrlich). Klostermann proposed n'O xidk.x but as 

Dhorme pointed out, the expression "to have the robe of the 
ephod in one's hand is attested nowhere." 1 ^ Kittel read 
x *> x i n xiflN.xi, following Tg m x •> x n*>nK nxvaK, but if this were 
so, the cause of the corruption is not clear. 


162 Followed by Budde, Peters, Dhorme (1910), Schulz, Hertz- 
berg, McCarter, NAB. 

163 Driver, p. 184, note 1, showed that xx*> xiqk cannot be 
the resumption of a clause introduced by *>«x , »i. 

164 Wellhausen, Erdmann, Klostermann, Hummelauer, Nowack, 
Driver, Smith, Kittel, Stoebe, RSV, NEB, Dhorme (1956), 
Osty, BJ, TOB, Eii. 

165 Klostermann, p. 101. 

166 Dhorme, p. 208. 
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Even if the longer LXX is accepted as original, 
there is no explanation which readily suggests itself in 
order to show how the shorter and problematic MT could have 
arisen. It is manifestly disturbed, and the LXX form, which 
provides a good, clear meaning to what MT seems to attempt 
to say, is precisely what one would expect in order to make 
sense out of a difficult and possibly mutilated text. This 
suggests that an early corruption had already taken place 
before LXX. 

As far as the plus in LXX is concerned, it appears 
to be the result of the desire to explain Abiathar's presence 
in Keilah, or, more specifically, to emphasize the fact that 
he was still there with David. In the MT construction, 
vn-i>N ... *irroN mao, which refers to Abiathar's flight to 
David in 22:20, does not necessarily mean that he was still 
with David in chapter 23- Abiathar appears, however, in v.9, 
when David asks him for the ephod, and LXX seems to have 
wanted to make clear the fact that he was still there by 
adding the remark in v.6 xai auxoq pexa Aaueib. It was this 
clarifying addition, however, that led some commentators to 
see a case of homeoteleuton through the repetition of David’s 
name here. 

1 Sam 29:10 


MT: npnn onnowni ihk iko-owk ^Toyi npnn Down nnyi 

loin oo!> oini 

g 

LXX : xa l vuv opOpiaov to upon au moll oi rcaibeq xou Kupiou 

aou oi nxovTeq pexa aou, moli nopeueaQe eiq xov xoitov 
ou xaxeaxnoa upaq ewei* xai Xoyov Xoipov \ir\ Qr\q ev 
xapbia aou, oxi ayaQoq ou evuitiov pou * xai opOpiaaxe 
ev xn o6a) mol i qpa)xiaaxa) upiv, xai itopeuOnxe. 

An t 

LXX : xai vuv opOpioov xo itpuu ou xai oi itaibeq aou oi 
nwovxeq pexa aou, xai itopeueaOe ei<; xov xotcov ou 
xaxeaxnoa upaq exei" xai Xoyov Xoipov pn 0H9 ev xr| 
xapbia aou, oxi ayaQoq au ev ocpOaXpoiq pou, ojq 
ayyeXoq 0eou. ev o6a) opOpiaaxe ev xn o6a) qpa>xiaaxe 
up i v xai itopeuOnxe. 
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In MT for 1 Sam 29:10 the close repetition of 
Achish's order to David to "rise up in the morning" appears 
far from satisfactory, while the presence of a significant 
plus in LXX alleviates this difficulty. Already Thenius 
proposed the originality of this long plus which has been 
widely accepted.Its authenticity has been rejected, 
however, by Keil, Erdmann, Gressmann, Schulz, de Boer, Stoebe, 
RSV, TOB, Eu. 

The plus as found in 0L V (Et nunc ante lucem surge 
tu , et pueri tui , qui venerunt tecum ; et ite in locum ubi 
constitui vobis. Et verbum pestilentiorum noli ponere in 
corde tuo quoniam bonus es tu in conspectu meo [Alias: et 
verbum pestilens , verbum diaboli ne ponas in corde tuo ] ) 
agrees with Ant at £t pueri tui , but otherwise follows cod B. 

Vg here basically follows MT's shorter text, al¬ 
though it appears to have translated freely in order to 
interpret MT where it is difficult to understand: Igitur 
consurge mane tu et servi domini tui qui venerunt tecum et 
cum de nocte surrexeritis et coeperit delucesere pergite . 

Tg and Syr follow MT as well, although both paraphrase par¬ 
tially. Tg replaced oo!? vini with n!?i>ni iiot* “lmM, 

while Syr replaced ipno nnnoom with b’wrfr* , "on the 
way". 168 

Josephus seems to have been aware of at least part 
of the LXX plus, although he expresses it rather freely: 

"Now then, go within a day's time to the place which I have 

given thee, and suspect nothing untoward. There keep guard 

1 6 q 

for me over the country, lest any of the enemy invade it. 


167 Wellhausen, Lohr, Budde, Nowack, Smith, Driver, Peters, 
Kittel, Dhorme, Graetz, Hertzberg, McCarter, Barthelemy, 
NEB, NAB, BJ, Osty. 

168 De Boer relates this to Syr's omission of qp:m nnnoeim 
("Research into the Text of Samuel XVIII-XXXI," Oudtest - 
amentische Studien , Deel VI [1949], p. 87). It may 
well be related to LXX as well, where ev xq 06 a) has 
replaced ip^n. 

169 Ant . VI, 355, which reflects LXX xat cpuXaooeiv xqv yqv 

xa)v a\\o<pu\a)v against MT D>neit?a y^K-bn as well. 
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The absence of this plus from MT is attributed to 

170 

a variety of causes by those who accept LXX. Lohr ' blamed 
it on the similarity of npoo oo©n and ipaa onnowrn, although 

as Schulz pointed out, such an oversight should have caused 

171 

in# i Ki--\WK van* to have fallen out as well. 

McCarter gets around this objection by proposing a textual 

corruption in three stages: 1) an original lino (cf. LXX 

£v xr\ o6o)) became ‘lpno under the influence of the earlier one 

in the verse; 2) a long haplography occurred from ipcc noem 

to npnc onnoiB.vi; 3) some of the lost material was "partially 

restored, w’bdy *dnyk *§r b’w *tk being added from another 
172 

ms." ' In addition to the difficulty of seeing such a com¬ 
plicated explanation here, however, it is hard to see why, if 
the material could be "partially restored" from another ms, 
the entire missing passage was not restored. 

In any event, the MT shows that if an accident has 
occurred, it can not be attributed to simple homeoteleuton. 
Ordinarily when such an accident occurs, one of the repeated 
words or phrases drops out of the mutilated text, but the 
presence of both npcc oown and npcc onnowm shows that this 
is clearly not the case here. 

Barthelemy ascribes the loss to "quasi-hom^oarcton", 
from onofrhi to onaoonialthough this seems to be a rather 
fragile basis for the loss of so many words. Thenius, Well- 
hausen, Driver, Dhorme (1910), de Vaux (BJ 1 ) and Hertzberg 
give no reason for the loss of the passage. 

Gressmann suggested that the entire first part of 
MT v.10 is an addition, and he read, for the entire verse, 
"Macht euch morgen in aller Friihe auf und geht, sobald es 

1 7 ii 

Tag wird!" ' Schulz, on the other hand, accepted only the 


170 Followed by Nowack, Budde, Smith, Peters, Dhorme (1956). 

171 Schulz I, p. 399. 

172 McCarter, p. 426. 

173 Barthelemy, CTAT, although with a grade of "D". 

174 H. Gressmann, Die alteste Geschichtsschreibung und Pro - 
phetie Israels , 2nd, edition (Gottingen, 1921 ), p. 108. 
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first half of the verse, as it appears in MT, as original, 
claiming that a repetition is a sign that what lies in between 
is an insertion. On the strength of the correspondence 

between Down in v.lOa and ootin in v.11, he designated v.lOa 

175 

as original and v.lOb as a secondary reading. 

De Boer refers to the LXX plus as a "midrashic 
176 

expatiation," 1 and is followed by Stoebe, who maintains, 
however, that it does go back to a Hebrew original in LXX's 
Vorlage . 1 ^. 

It seems difficult to maintain that MT witnesses to 

an entirely original text as it stands. The absence of nriN 

before *>‘rnyi hardly seems possible, 1 ^® nor does the repetition 

of opnn onnowni appear to be the original text. Wellhausen 

maintained that this second imperative is explicable only as 

the resumption of the thought after a digression such as is 

provided in the Greek text. 1 ^ The Greek here, however, is 

itself open to suspicion, as two of its three phrases merely 

echo what has already been expressed earlier. 

In v.4, the commanders of the Philistines order 

Achish: o\» unpun owk nun i w>Nn-nN own, rendered 

i An 

in LXX as AicooTpe(|>ov xov avbpoi u eiq tov touov auxou ou 

KaxeoTnoaq auxov exei. In v.6, we find mui nrw 

and v.9, o*>ni>N *>u*>yo nn# oiu *>o, rendered respectively 

as oti euQns ou hou a-yaQo? ev o<p0aXjioiq pou, and ou a^aSoq 
1 A1 

ou ev oq>0aXpoLq, which indicates Achish's attitude toward 


175 Schulz I, p. 400. 

176 De Boer, "Research...," p. 87. 

177 Stoebe, p. 499. 

178 Driver shows that such an omission is "contrary to 
standing Hebrew usage, when the verb is in the imper¬ 
ative," (e.g. Gen 7:1; Ex 11:8; 24:1), p. 220. 

179 Wellhausen, p. 143. 

180 In mss B d y a^. The remaining mss add non ontooxpacpnTa). 

181 Mss A b C 2 add xa0u>Q ayyeXoc; 0eou and c x xa0a)Q cry"YeXoQ 
Kup LOU. 
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David. These are extremely similar to the plus of v.10:... 
eiq to xoitov ou Haxeoxqaa upaq enei, and otl ayaOoq au evuirciov 


pou. 

The remaining clause of the plus, holi Xoyov Xoipov 
PH 0qq ev xapbioi aou, has no equivalent in the surrounding 
verses, or elsewhere in the Bible. In the Greek text of 
1 Samuel the adjective Xoipoq occurs six times (1:16: 2:12; 
10:27; 25:17.25; 30:22), always a translation of but 

always with a personal subject. Outside of 1 Sam, Xoipoq 
occurs twenty-one times, but is never used to translate 

The word occurs twenty-seven times in MT: 

six in 1 Sam (see above), always translated by Xoipoq; four 
in 2 Sam, translated thrice by rcapavopoq (16:7; 20:1 [Xoipoq 
in b o e2.1; 23:6 [Xomoi in b o c^ e 2 0L v1 ^]); and once 

by avopa (22:5). In 1 Kgs it occurs three times (21:10.13. 
13), and once in 2 Chr 13:7, translated by itapavopoq. 

The expressions qoq, found at Pss 41:9 (Xoyov 

Xoipov) and 10.1:3 (fipaypa icapavopov) and by* 1 ?! 

(pqpa Kpuicxov ev xq napbia oou avopqpa) at Dt 15:19, insure 
the genuine Hebrew character of this term. 

Further, as far as pq 0qq ev xapbia aou is con¬ 
cerned, Barthelemy emphasizes the fact that the expression 
q qqq Dim at 1 Sam 21:13, in a very different context from 


that of 29:10, 


here. 


184 


is a sign of the expression's originality 


All of these indications taken together make it 
seem certain that the expression hou Xoyov Xoipov pq 0qq ev 
xq xapbia oou goes back to the Hebrew Vorlage of LXX. 

The prepositional phrase evcomov pou in cod B and 
the variant in Ant, ev o<p0aXpoiq pou, are, however, anomalous 
and difficult to explain. Since in vv.6, 7, and 9 we find 


182 At 2 Sam 20:1, mss b o C 2 e 2 read Xoipoq for cod B 

itapavopoq. ^ ^ 

183 At 2 Sam 23:6, Xontoi in Ant may be a corruption of 
Xoipoi. 

184 Barthelemy, CTAT. 
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ev ocpOaXpoiq for ’J^yn, it is surprising that cod B, which 
should ordinarily represent 0G here, would contain evojmov. 

R. Sollamo has concluded that "the KR introduced a novel 

translation technique by using ev ocpQaXpoiq almost invariably 

185 

for ^j^yn, whether the referent was Yahweh or a person," 
but then goes on to say, "This novelty was, however, only 
relative, since the rendering ev ocpQaXpoiq was already in 
great favour in a*.” ° Since ev ocpQaXpoiq occurs here in 

Ant and evcouiov in cod B, we cannot attribute the transfor¬ 
mation to the kaige recensional activity, nor can we at¬ 
tribute with certainty the other uses of ev ocpQaXpoiq, in 
vv.6, 7, and 9, to a change from an original evcoitiov such 
has occurred in the kaige section. The expression mo/no* 
‘O'jyn occurs eleven times in 1 Samuel: 



cod B 

b o c 0 e 0 

1 :23 

ev o<p0aXpoiq 

evwuiov 

3:18 

evwuiov 

ibid. 

11:10 

evcomov 

ibid. 

14:36 

evojuiov 

ibid. 

14:40 

evcau lov 

ibid. 

18:5 

— 

evwuiov 

18:5 

— 

ev oq>0aXpoiq 

24:5 

ev o<p0aXpoiq 

ibid. 

29:6 

ev o<p0aXpoiq 

ibid. 

29:6 

ev ocp0aXpoiq 

ibid. 

29:9 

ev ocp0aXpoiq 

ibid. 

(29:10 

eva)u iov 

ev oq>0aXpoiq 


Thus there 

is no eviden< 


other mss 

ev ocpQaXpoiq rell. 

evavxiov y; ev ocpQaXpoiq N e n 

ev ocpQaXpoiq c x 

ev ocpQaXpoiq e f m s w 

ev ocpQaXpoiq a e f m s w 

ev o(p0aXpoiq A+ 

ev oq>0aXpoiq A+ 

ibid . 

ibid . 

ibid . 

ibid. 


in 1 Sam. Evwtciov in 29:10 may simply represent a rendering 


185 R. Sollamo, Renderings of Hebrew Semiprepositions in the 
Septuagint (Helsinki, 1979), p. 1^5. This modification 
in kaige occurs even when there is no Hebrew text at its 
base, as 2 Kgs 21:9 shows: LXX xou Ttoincai to uovnpov ev 
ocp0aXpoiq (evwitiov in b o c« e 2 ) Kupiou uitep xa e0vq 

for MT OMAn-in ynn-nN n*u>y5. 

186 Sollamo, Renderings, p. 145. 
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in the early Greek by a translator for whom consistency was 
not a necessity. The inconsistency between it and ev o<p0aXpoiq 
in vv.6, 7, and 9 suggests that evwmov in cod B was the 
original and that ev o<p0aXpoiq in Ant was a later, harmo¬ 
nizing correction. That ev o<p0aXpoiq in vv.6, 7, and 9 were 
originally evajitiov and were later modified to ev o<p0aXpoiq 
is a possibility , but there is no evidence for this outside 
the kaige recension and, as R. Sollamo has pointed out, ev 
o<p0aXpoiq was already in great favour in a'." 

All those commentators who provide a Hebrew retro¬ 
version for this plus employ the preposition save 

Nowack and Graetz, who have suggested ’Ji’yD in conformity 
with vv. 6 and 9. The expression (nnx) did, however, 

is found only at Neh 2:5.6; Est 5:14; Qoh 2:26; 7:26; and 

188 

2 Chr 31:20, and is a later equivalent for *:nyD (nna) D’o. 

If we are to accept an original in the Hebrew Vorlage 

here, it would almost certainly have to be considered a 

later, even though Hebrew, addition. On the other hand, both 

18Q 

evajTciov and ev o<p0aXpoiq are used for *:nyD in Sam-Kgs. 


187 Thenius, Wellhausen, Klostermann, Driver, Budde, Dhorme, 
Kittel, McCarter, HOTTP. 

188 Cf. BDB, s. n id: . .. (late syn. of earlier ’J*yD). M 

189 In cod B the occurrences of these prepositions are: 



a * 


fiy' 

77* 

76’ 

evuiitiov 

9 

5 

0 

16 

5 

ev oq)0aXpoiq 

19 

4 

17 

0 

30 

The variants between B and Ant for 
especially for the kaig£ sections: 

■> j * y d 

are instructive 

evwiciov in B 

= ev ocp0. Ant 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ev o<p0. in B 

= evojniov Ant 

2 

0 

10 

0 

22 

The figures at 


and yd* 

show that where Ant=0G, an 


original evojniov has been frequently modified to ev 
o<p0aXpoiq in kaige . An original ev o<p0aXpoiq, on the 
other hand, is never modified to evwuov by kaige . 
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It seems most likely, therefore, to accept H'tyi as the 
preposition used in LXX's Vorlage, which was originally 
translated as evcaiciov and then modified in Ant to ev o<p0a\- 
poiq in order to bring it into conformity with vv. 6, 7, 
and 9. 

While this plus seems definitely to have been found 
in a Hebrew form which served as LXX f s Vorlage , the question 
of its originality is not yet answered. We have seen the 
repetitious material in two out of the three clauses, which 
could have been inspired by the surrounding verses. It was 
however, the immediate repetition of the order "Arise in the 
morning" which caused Wellhausen to seek some intervening 
material. It is the nature of this repetition which must 
be examined. 

S. Talmon, in his article on "Double Readings in 
1 QO 

the Massoretic Text,” 7 has suggested a classification of 
variant readings in MT which he calls "synonomous read- 

1 q i 

ings.” Among the various forms which these synonomous 

readings may take, he notes, "There are many double readings 
[in MT ] in which one of the alternatives is placed outside 
the syntactical context and stands at the end of the sen- 
tence or next to the caesura ." * Since the text of MT for 
1 Sam 29:10 is disturbed precisely at the two places where 
the order is given, and repeated, by Achish for David and 
his men, it may be that we have evidence of a double read¬ 
ing in MT here. For the beginning of the verse, both ... 

nnN Down and ...nan pun npnn onnowm 1 ^ cou id 

190 S. Talmon, "Double Readings in the Massoretic Text," 
Textus 1 (I960) 144-184. 

191 Talmon, "Double Readings...," p. 146. 

192 He points out that even though the caesura is "of late 
origin, the division of the sentence into hemistichs 
was undoubtedly known to ancient scribes" ("Double 
Readings...," p. 160, note 37). 

193 For the initial waw here, cf. Talmon: "In some cases, 
where the doublet disturbs the normal grammatical 
structure of the verse, the scribe has seen fit to iron 
out the resulting difficulties by easing the transition 
from one alternative reading to the other with the aid 
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have existed as early variants here. Of the two, the first 
one, with the verb in the singular, may have been considered 
preferable because of the continuation in v .11 ...tit ooen i , 
and the other relegated to the end of the syntactic unit which 
describes David’s men. Such a process would also account for 
the repetition of ipoo, which hardly seems necessary otherwise, 
and which LXX changed to ev xn 0600 , probably in order to 
insure a more logical progression in the narrative. The 
hypothesis of a double reading here may account for the loss 
of nnN as well, which could have accidentally fallen out in 
the process of putting the two readings together. 

If it is true that a double reading occurs here, 
it must be considered to have taken place at an early stage, 
in the pre-MT, as the presence of both xat vuv opepiaov and 
hqli opQpiaaxe in LXX indicates. The Vorlage of LXX may have 
been puzzled by the immediate repetition of the order to 
rise in the morning, and supplied Achish with a lengthier 
speech to David which repeated both the commanders* instruc¬ 
tions to Achish on what to tell David ("Send the man back 
that he may return to the place you have assigned him" [v.4] 

— this is, in fact, not necessary at v.10 since Achish had 
already told David to return in v.7), and Achish*s own pro¬ 
testation of confidence in David from vv .6 and 9. The result 
of this longer LXX text is one which separates the two members 
of the double reading more smoothly than the text of MT. 

Thus, for this verse we have two possibilities. 

The phrase xai Xoyov Xoipov \ir\ Qr\q ev xapbia aou in the LXX 
plus seems to insure that the plus was part of its Vorlage 
and the fact that the expression is not found elsewhere may 
be a sign of the text*s originality here. On the other hand, 
the shorter MT may witness to a pre-MT which already contained 
a double reading into which LXX*s Vorlage inserted an addi¬ 
tion both to relieve the syntactical harshness and to 

of connective words, such as the copulative waw , the 
conjunctions nwK , in, and the like" ("Double Readings...,” 
p. 160 , note 37 ). 
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specify Achish's order to David. No accident of haplo- 
graphy can account for MT's shorter text whereas the repeated 
imperative could have given a creative scribe the pretext he 
needed to insert additional material, where the resulting 
text would seem to have occasioned a haplography in MT. For 
this verse, the reasons both for and against the originality 
of the LXX plus seem so evenly balanced that a final decision 
is not possible, although the evidence seems to favor the 
originality of MT. 

1 Sam 30:24 


MT: aeun p!>noi nnnt>n:i -run pi>no run mb nib yneu 

... o>!>on-t>y 

B 

LXX : Kai xiq uTtawouaexai uprnv xa>v Xoywv xouxcov* on oux 

qxxov ujiwv eiaiv* 6ioxi xaxa xqv pepiba xou KQtxoi- 
|3aivovxoq eiq itoXepov ouxuq eoxai pepiq xaQnpevou 
eit i xa oxeun . .. 

An t 

LXX : xai xiq axouoexai twv Xoyojv upwv xouxojv, oxi oux 
q xxouq qpa>v eioiv; 6ia touto waxa xqv pepiba xou 
xaxapavxoq eiq xov itoXepov, ouxa>q eoxai kcli q 
xou HaQqpevou eiti xa axeuq... 

In 1 Sam 30:21-25 David defends the right of the 
two hundred, who had been too exhausted to follow him beyond 
the brook of Beser, to receive the spoils of the Amalekites 
on an equal basis with the others. In v.24 LXX contains a 
small plus in which David says, "For they are not less im¬ 
portant than you" (cod B). The plus is in all Greek mss, 
although several witnesses, including Ant and 0L V , read 

qxxouq for cod B qxxov,^ 1 * and a large number read qpa)v for 
195 

uptov. 


The plus was accepted as original by Thenius, who 
gives the retroversion as n»» >o, and blames 

the absence from MT on an accidental oversight from *>0 to 
1 96 

7 Klostermann also accepted the originality of LXX, 
with a different retroversion: nnn blaming the 


194 

Mss b e f 

i 

m o s w z 

195 

Mss bed 

e 

,corr . m 
h l m 

196 

p 

Thenius , 

P 

. 135. 


c2 e 2 * 

o p q s t w x* z a 2 c 2 e 2 0L V . 
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loss in MT on homeoarcton at *D and referring to Ex 16:17 ff. 

for a parallel situation. 1 ^7 It must be noted that all of 

1 q8 

these who accept LXX read r\\iwv with Ant. 7 Only Graetz, 

who read odd lyiAJ followed cod B. 1 ^ 

By far the majority of commentators has either 

rejected this plus as an expansion in LXX, 2 ^ or has passed 

?o 1 

it over without comment. Nor does it appear in any modern 

translation. 

The possibility of accidental omission through 
homeoarcton may be materially present here, as McCarter points 

out, although this is one of the few haplographies or pseudo- 

202 

haplographies which he does not accept as genuine. This 

plus is small and not notably significant for the narrative, 
but the way it has been treated in the commentaries is in¬ 
structive. It is either accepted or rejected with no dis¬ 
cussion, and those who have chosen, again without discussion 
or justification, to accept it as genuine, restore the passage 
according to a secondary Greek recension since it apparently 
fits better in the context. 

The fact that out of five authors who accept the 
plus, four different verbs or verb forms are suggested for 
the retroversion of httov .. .etotv should already be a sign 
that the expression is definitely more Greek than Hebrew and 
that an equivalent in Hebrew is hard to find. The comparative 
HTTGov (noaoiv) appears in the Greek Bible only at Job 5:4; 
13:10; 20:10; Wis 17:13; Is 23:8; Ep. Jer 36; Dan 2:39 
(Theodotion*s text); and six times in 2 Macc. At Job 20:10 
o’tn is rendered and Dan 2:39 NyiN oou. 

197 Peters, suggesting ioym, and Dhorme followed him, al¬ 
though the latter abandoned the correction in 1956 to 
read with MT. 

198 Peters (p. 135) claimed that upoiv in cod B had been 
influenced by the beginning of the verse. 

199 Graetz, p. 23- 

200 Erdmann, Budde, Kittel, Schulz, Stoebe. 

201 Keil, Wellhausen, Hummelauer, Smith, Driver, Nowack, 
Ehrlich, Hertzberg, McCarter. 

202 McCarter, p. 433- 
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Outside of these two occurrences, it either has no Hebrew 
base (Job 5:4; Wis 17:13; Ep. Jer 36; 2 Macc), or the Hebrew 
bears no relation to the Greek (Job 13:10 ou0ev qxxov for 
moi> noin; Is 23:8 un qooajv eoxiv for nY’oynn). The task 
of finding an adequate retroversion here seems, therefore, 
reduced to guesswork, and it seems much more likely that the 
expression is of Greek origin. 

Erdmann suggested that the addition was made 
because of the short statement at the end of the verse, "They 
shall share alike,” in order to apply the specific circum¬ 
stances to the general rule.^^ Such an addition would not 
be out of keeping with a common LXX tendency to explain and 
clarify. 

It seems justified, therefore, to consider this plus 
an expansion by LXX, whose imaginary retroversion appears to 
have created the possibility of an accident due to homeoarcton. 

2 Sam 13:21 

22 21 

MT: ...Ntn *wn i^ nmi n^Nn o’YOYn-^o nN yn# yiy i!>nni 

g 

LXX : xai qxouoev o (BaoiXeuq Aauei6 Ttavxaq xouq Xo^ouq 
xouxouq kql i e0upa)0q O(po6pa* noti oux eXuitqaev xo 
rcveupa Apvcav xou uiou auxou, oxi q^aica auxov, oxi 
TtpojxoxoKoq auxou qv. 

An t 

LXX :xai o (3aaiXeuq Aaueib qxouoev itavxaq xouq Xoyouq 
xouxouq xai qOupqaev acpobpa, xai oux eXuitqaev xo 
rcveupa Apva>v xou uiou auxou, oxi q^aita auxov, oxi 
Hpajxoxoxoq auxou qv. 

204 

4QSam a : [tno] fix ynw [y>iy Y^nni ] 

[iJyioo >:> io[hk >3 ns luoK fin t\n oxy Nitn yno it> nnn ntwn o>Y:nnl 

[Kin] 

In 2 Sam 13:21, which describes David’s reaction 
upon learning of Amnon’s behavior toward Tamar, LXX adds, "And 
he did not trouble the spirit of Amnon his son, for he loved 
him because he was his firstborn." The plus is present in all 
Greek mss, where the only significant variant is q0upqaev 
(M[mg] b o z[mg] c^ e 2 ) for e0upa)0q. 0L V here follows the 

203 Erdmann p. 330. 

204 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 84. 
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majority of the mss (et; iratus factus est valde , et non con - 
tristavit spiritual Amnon filii sui , quoniam amabat eum, 
quoniam primogenitus erat ei ) with its reading of iratus est . 

From Houbigant on, the majority of commentators has 

20 S 

accepted the plus as original, blaming its absence from MT 
on an accident through homeoarcton at Kb i which begins the 
plus and which begins v.22 as well. Thenius proposed the fol¬ 
lowing retroversion, which has subsequently been accepted by 

2 n 

all: Kin inion mnK in nn-nK Kb}. 

Wellhausen argued, in favor of the plus, that David*s 

anger "must either be released or reasons had to be given why 
207 

it subsided," although he claimed that it was not possible 
to determine how the passage had fallen out of the text. 

Not all, however, have accepted its originality here. 
Vercellone held simply that no adequate argument for its 
acceptance could be put forth, and cited a marginal note from 
the Latin Ms. Vat. 3466: "Est quasi anthipophora, qua respond- 
etur obiectione, quae posset fieri: si scivit pater, et valde 
doluit, quare ergo non vindicavit?",which seems to have 
anticipated Wellhausen*s argument in its favor. Keil con¬ 
cluded that the reason given in the plus for David*s failure 
to punish Amnon is probably correct, but maintained none¬ 
theless that it is a "subjective conjecture" on the part of 
LXX. 209 

Graetz and Driver were undecided about the authen¬ 
ticity of the plus, and Driver commented that "the words, if 

210 

a gloss, are at any rate an instructive one." 

As MT stands, it is grammatically correct, yet the 
verse seems short, even for MT*s characteristically more 

205 Ewald, Thenius, Wellhausen, Bottcher, Lohr, Klostermann, 
Smith, Nowack, Peters, Dhorme, Kittel, Hertzberg, HOTTP, 
NEB, NAB, BJ, Osty. 

206 Thenius 1 , p. 186. 

207 Wellhausen, p. 187. 

208 Vercellone, p. 374. Keil, Erdmann, Hummelauer, Ehrlich, 
Schulz, RSV, T0B, Eli likewise reject it. 

209 Keil, p. 290. 

210 Driver, p. 301. 
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direct narrative. Ulrich has pointed out the agreement be¬ 
tween 4Q and LXX here in order to uphold the plus f s origi¬ 
nality. 21 1 

The expression Xuiteiv to xveupa, encountered in the 

plus, may be said to have a Hebrew "flavor", although it 

occurs elsewhere only at Tob 4:3 (Sinaiticus). It is not 

possible to judge, however, if this expression is the literal 

212 

translation of a Semitic original. Thenius had proposed 
my as the verb which lay behind eXuitnoev, although this verb 
translates my only at Gen 45:5 (-imyn ia - vuv ouv \ir\ 
XuiteioOe) and 2 Sam 19:3 (im-iy “linn my;i - Xuiceixai o 
paaiXeuq em xu uia> auxou). Both verbs here are in niphal, 
and are not used with m*i. At Isa 54:6 we find nil na-myi (note 
oX l yo(]>uxov), and at Isa 63:10 nenp nn-nx ‘imyi ^ KQtL 1tQ£ P w ? uvotv 
xo itveupa xo ayiov auxou). my is more commonly used without 
as internal part of the person as object, 21 ^ and it appears 
only at Isa 54:6 and 63:10 with nn, as mentioned above, plus 
once, at Gen 6:6 in hithpael with zb. If rvn-nN my, as 
Thenius suggested, is a faithful retroversion, it would be the 
only occurrence of this verb in qal with n in. 


211 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 84. 

212 For Tob 4:3, codd B A rell read kqli pn Xuitnons auxriv. 

OL text, however, reads ^t noli contristare spiritum eius 
along with Codex Sinaiticus (Cf. Brooke, McLean, 
Thackeray, The Old Testament in Greek . Vol. Ill, Part I. 
Esther, Judith, Tobit (London, 1940). An Aramaic ver¬ 
sion, found in a 15th century ms (cf. A. Neubauer, The 
Book of Tobit Oxford, [1 878 ]) reads by mon Nil-- 

Nnma "and oppose not the word of her mouth." Neubauer 
also gives a Hebrew text, the so-called Munster Text 
(cf. Neubauer, p. xii), which supposedly dates to the 
8th or 9th century, which reads an mnn Nil — "and 

make not her life bitter." The phrase is absent from 
the Vg. From the Greek, Aramaic and Hebrew texts, how¬ 
ever, it is difficult to judge what an original Hebrew 
expression might have been here. 

213 Cf. 1 Sam 20:3.34; 2 Sam 19:3; Gen 45:5; Neh 8:10.11; 

Qoh 10:9 (all in niphal); Ps 56:6 (piel); Ps 78:40 
(hiphil); Gen 34:7 (hithpael). The verb in qal appears 
at 1 Kgs 1:6 and 1 Chr 4:10. 
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It has been suggested that 1 Kgs 1:6 confirms the 
authenticity of the LXX at 2 Sam 13:21.^^ In the text in 
Kgs, we are told that David never displeased, or vexed, his 
son Adonijah (iD 2 *y n^i), because he was born next after 

215 

Absalom. Aside from the fact that nn-nn is not used with 
D 2 *y here, this is the type of argument which may be used 
either way, as the expression in 2 Sam 13:21 is partially 
confirmed by 1 Kgs 1:6, but the thought that is expressed is 
so similar that one of the texts could have influenced the 
other, especially by a scribe who wanted to establish a cer¬ 
tain harmony between texts describing similar situations. 

The two texts are, in fact, placed together in the Midrash 
Rabbah for Ecclesiastes where, commenting on Eccl 7:3 
(pnt 0 » oyo did - ayaQov 0upa)Q uitep yeXcota), it notes 

Solomon said: If my father had been a little vexed 
with Adonijah it would have been better for him than 
the laughter with which the Attribute of Justice 
gloated over him.... It was the same with Amnon; 

If his father David had been a little vexed with him, 
it would have been better for him that the laughter , 
with which the Attribute of Justice gloated over him. b 

In addition to noting the similarity of these two 
cases, the Midrash here is somewhat surprising when it says 
that David was not vexed with Amnon. At 2 Sam 13:21, the 
text of MT clearly says i b The text of OG, however, 


214 Cf. Thenius 1 , p. 186. 

215 LXX codd B A here read Hat ouh onceHojXuoev auxov, but Ant 

has ouh eiteTtpnoev auto). The reading of B A has caused 
many commentators to emend to nsy (e.g. Klostermann), 
but G. R. Driver has shown the plausibility, based on 
the Arabic I. "reviled", III. "prevented", that 

D*y lies at the basis of both Greek verbs (G. R. Driver, 
"Supposed Arabisms in the Old Testament," JBL 55 [1936] 
101-120). Josephus perhaps knew of both forms for 1 Kgs 
1:6, as he has here ouh eiteitXrittev ou6 * eiteixe^ autov — 
"he did not rebuke him nor restrain him" ( Ant . VII, 346) 
Benzinger (Die Bucher der Konige [Freiburg i. B., 1899] 
p. 3) begs the question, however, by asserting that D*y 
in 1 Kgs 1:6 is assured by 2 Sam 13:21. 

216 Ecclesiastes (trans. A. Cohen) in Midrash Rabbah . Vol. 
VIII, edited by H. Freedman and M. Simon (London, 1939), 

p. 178. 
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217 

preserved in mss b o C 2 ^2 reac * s nQupnoev for cod B e0uua)0r|. 
mn is translated by aGupetv elsewhere only at 1 Sam 15:11 
and 2 Sam 6:8 (= 1 Chr 13:11). In both of these cases, LXX 
may have used the verb euphemistically, since in each case in 

p 1 Q 

question of someone’s anger against God. It is only at 
2 Sam 13:21 that a0upeiv translates mn when the anger is not 
directed toward God. Whether LXX has made an insertion here 
or not, it seems at least to have modified the thought of the 
passage, so that David is no longer angered by Amnon’s action, 
but rather is saddened . 

In this case, therefore, it seems difficult to arrive 
at a clear decision concerning the authenticity of this plus. 
The material possibility of an accident through homeoarcton 
is definitely present and the material contained within the 
plus fits in well with the narrative. On the other hand, the 
sentence in MT makes good sense grammatically, and the simi¬ 
larity with the case of Adonijah in 1 Kgs 1:6 leaves open the 
possibility that the plus is a later, harmonizing addition 
to the text. It was hardly in keeping with David’s character 
that his anger not lead to some sort of action and LXX or its 
Vorlage may have felt that such inactivity on his part needed 
explanation. The presence of the plus in 4Q indicates that 
it most likely was found in LXX’s Hebrew Vorlage as well, but 
I suggest that it is not possible here to determine, on the 
merits of the plus alone, whether it should be considered 
original to the narrative or not. 


217 Vg here contains contristatus est , with the exception of 
Cod. Paris. Bibl. Nat. lat. 11937 (0 G in the San Giro¬ 
lamo edition), which reads iratus est . 

218 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 218. Jerome seems to have been par¬ 
tially influenced by the LXX translation, or perhaps by 
traditional rabbinic interpretation, for he translates 
mn as contristatus at 1 Sam 15:11; 2 Sam 6:8; 13:21; 

1 Chr 13:11, but as iratus at Gen 4:5; Jon 4:4.9.9; 

Neh 5:6. 
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2 Sam 13:27 

MT: *i2nn nai vnnN-nN in* n *> i oi2©:jn in-Y“»3M 

n 

LXX : xai efkaoaxo auxov AgeooaXujp, nat onteaxeiXev pex* 

auxou xov Apvwv xai itavxaq xouq ulouq xou paaiXeujq* 
nai eicoinoev AfJeooaXaip itoxov xaxa xov itoxov xou 
paoiXeaiq. 

4QSam a : 21 ^ *i2»n ^ [!no] mo hjon n&L # # ] 

. i[5]n[n nnwoo r\nm ejyn] 

In this verse, after David, at Absalom’s insistence, 
allows Amnon and his brothers to go with him to the sheep- 
shearers at Baal-Hazor, the LXX contains a plus which tells 
us that Absalom gave a kingly banquet for Amnon. 

Here the text of Ant contains no significant var¬ 
iant from that of cod B, and the plus of LXX is present in 
0L S as well. The fragments of 4QSam a allow us only a peek 
here at what its text might have been, as, immediately pre¬ 
ceding v.28 the text reads ]*i[5]n[, and Ulrich notes that 

"there is a gap of 1/2 line in 4Q which is perfectly filled 

PPn 

with the plus as reconstructed from G.” Vg, Tg, and Syr 
contain the shorter text in agreement with MT. 

By far the majority of commentators from Thenius on 
accept the originality of the plus, as it appears to make the 
necessary link between the arrival of the sons of David and 
Absalom’s command to kill Amnon ’’when his heart is merry with 

wine" (v.28). In this case, its loss from MT would have been 

221 

due to an accident of homeoteleuton at the repeated 

Very few have rejected the plus here, although Keil 

222 

claimed that it was a gloss inspired by 1 Sam 25:36, and 

Vercellone maintained that it was not easily possible to 

222 

prove that the plus was originally in the text. J Nowack 

219 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 85. 

220 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 85. 

221 Thus Thenius, Bottcher, Wellhausen, Klostermann, Smith, 
Budde, Peters, Dhorme, Kittel, Hertzberg, NEB, NAB, BJ, 
Osty, Eii, HOTTP. 

222 Keil, p. 29, followed by Erdmann, RSV, TOB. 

223 Vercellone, p. 375. 
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224 

characterized the plus as "wahrscheinlich," while Lohr, 
Driver and Schulz did not commit themselves on its authen¬ 
ticity . 

The only other time that a king's banquet is used 
as a simile in the Bible is, as Keil pointed out, at 1 Sam 
25:36, where Nabal's banquet is described: nnwo-it* mm 

nnwno These are the only two instances of the 

expression, and in both cases the banquet is somehow fatal 
for its principal participant after it is noted that "his 
heart was merry" (ii>y mo 5 m in 1 Sam 25:36; moo 

■p>n vnnK-ni> in 2 Sam 13:28). 

It is possible that LXX found it illogical that 
Amnon's heart was merry with wine if no meal was referred to 
in the account, and it could have supplied the missing 
element based on the story of Nabal. Just as in the case 
of 2 Sam 13:21, the plus appears at the end of the sentence, 
almost tacked on to the verse, and its absence in MT leaves 
no grammatical scar. Again as in 13:21, however, the mat¬ 
erial possibility of haplography is clearly present and the 
plus makes good sense in its context. Here again, therefore, 
it does not seem possible to determine which form, MT or 
LXX, contains the original reading here. 

2 Sam 13:34b 

MT: min* yim m:)5n m-cy mm him imy-riN nym nwm 

inn ixn 


224 Nowack, p. 202 . 

225 Cod B* for 1 Sam 25:36 reads kqu i&ou auxo) icoToq 
paoiXeajq. Ant has wai i6ou r\v auxco Ttoxoq ajq o icoioq 
tojv PaoiXecov ev to) oikoj oiutou, while B^b a M N rell 
read, with minor variations, hqli i6ou otuxo) itoiroq ev 
olko) auxou ajq uoToq paoiXeajq, showing a haplography in 
B* occasioned by the repetition of Tcoxoq. 
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xai ppev to itaibapiov o oxorcoq xouq o<p0aXpouq auxou, 
xai eibev xat t 6 ou Xaoq itoXuq itopeuopevoq ev Tp 06 a) 
O 7 cia 0 ev auxou ex rcXeupaq xou opouq ev Tp xaxafiaoei* 
xai itapeyevexo o oxonoq xai aitpYYeiXev too (BaoiXei 
Mat emev Avbpaq ewpaxa ex xpq o 6 ou xpq Qpmvpv ex 
pepouq xou opouq. 

xai avepp xo naibapiov o oxoitoq, xai ppev xouq ocp- 
OaXpouq auxou xat ei 6 ev, xai i 6 ou Xaoq icoXuq itopeu- 
opevoq xpv o 6 ov xpv Xwpaip ex pepouq xou opouq ev Tp 
xaxapaoei. xai itapeyevexo o oxoitoq xai aitriTTeiXev xa) 
PaaiXei xai emev Opa)v eoopaxa avbpeq ex xpq o 6 ou xpq 
Zaipaip ex pepouq xou opouq. 

This LXX plus which contains the watchman's report 
to David has been almost universally accepted as genuine since 
it supplies the desiderated report $nd at the same time 
eliminates the grammatically singular of MT. 

Wellhausen supplied the explanation here to which 

OO 

the majority of commentators has adhered. He maintained, 

first of all, that the sentence xai itapeyevexo ... ex pepouq 
xou opouq is unquestionably part of the genuine OG, but the 
preceding section, from xai ppev to ev xaxapaaei poses sev¬ 
eral problems. First, o 6 oq xpq Qpwvpv = o*:nn in, which is 
identical with ovonx in (the final mem being from the 
following iso). LXX , however, with oitioGev auxou, could 
hardly have read this correctly the second time but wrongly 
the first. Next, ex itXeupaq xou opouq could not have been 
translated by the same person who later in the same verse 
has ex pepouq xou opouq for "inn *rsn, in agreement with 1 Sam 
23:26 . Further, im» in MT, where LXX B has ev xp o 6 a), and 
ev xaxapaoei at the end of the sentence, show that this, in 
LXX, could not have been a simple translation of what is 
found in MT. He proposed the following solution. First, 
omoOev auxou must be considered to stand for an original 
xpq Qpajviv, 22 ^ and ev xp xaxaPaoei refers to nin-n>i nnino 
of Josh 10:11. From this name in Josh, he reasons that the 


226 Wellhausen, pp. 189 f. 

227 Sic in Wellhausen, although no Greek ms gives this 
spelling. The form is taken from Josh 10:10 f. 


LXX B : 


LXX Ant : 
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Vorlage of LXX must have read tn:nn, whose misreading gave 
rise to MT i > *inx . Then, since in the second sentence, ev xr\ 
xaxafiaoei is not repeated, but rather ex pepouq tou opouq 

D 

stands in its place, the LXX ex itXeupaq is not to be read as 
ex pepouq, but is to be considered a "nach dem MT corri- 
gierende Duplette zu ev xaTap.", and consequently should not 
be considered as part of the original OG. Thus Wellhausen*s 
reconstruction of the Hebrew texts runs: o'o-in rna ... 

-inn *r*n o’jnn vim ’k-i tpunx imu tjpi ns^n k:pi vnna. 

This reconstruction is followed substantially by 
most commentators. Nowack, Budde, Driver and Dhorme accepted 
it as is. Smith proposed a second oot>n, after o^tnx, "be¬ 
cause without it the following inn is harsh, and its presence 

ppO 

alone fully explains the error of the scribe.” Kittel 

22Q 

suggested inserting o*n* after ^ Hertzberg and BJ 

read the place name as Bahurim , after 2 Sam 16:5, but then 

eliminate rnan in their later editions.Dhorme likewise 

abandoned vnnn in his 1956 edition. NEB read Horonaim here 

(although likewise without rnnn). Graetz accepted the 

p q 1 

LXX plus, but emended the place name to cpidk. d 

Keil rejected the plus on the grounds that this 
addition of the watchman*s message makes the following verse 

unnecessary, when Jonadab says to David, "Behold, the king*s 
2^2 

sons have come." J Hummelauer maintained that there is no 
reason for supposing a corruption of P-inx into o'oin, and 
further, that Beth-horon is always elsewhere accompanied by 
m3. Schulz rejected the plus on the grounds that such a 


228 Smith, p. 333. 

229 Kittel, BH 3 . 

230 Hertzberg, Die Samuelbiicher (Gottingen, 1956) [Das Alte 
Testament Deutsch]: "den Abhang hinab"; idem, I and II 
Samuel (London, 1964): omit. BJ (11953; 2 196 iyj "a la 
descente”; BJ (^1973): omit. 

231 Graetz, p. 26. 

232 Keil, p. 292, note 1. 

233 Hummelauer, p. 364. 
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literal repetition is not usual, and that it conveys nothing 
new. As far as the form of MT is concerned, however, he took 
the Vg per iter devium ex latere montis to show that yvrn 

•mnN represents an original in* inn (cf. 1 Kgs 13:10) — 

2^4 

"a road other than the usual one." J RSV and Eu omit the 
plus but correct to the place name Horonaim . TOB is 

practically alone in maintaining MT as it stands. 

It is obvious, therefore, from this survey of 
opinions that there is little agreement on the precise reading 
to be adopted for this verse. In order to measure the worth 
of LXX here, we must begin as Wellhausen did, by attempting 
to determine the original OG. In the closing remarks of his 
textual commentary, Wellhausen chose this verse as an example 
of how the codices b o e 2 can represent the OG. While 
xoti avepri and opa>v eojpaxa stand in these mss but not in cod B, 
he dismissed them as "eine fur den Sinn unwesentliche con- 
cretere Farbung. t he main crux, however, seems to lie 
in Ant*s ex pepouq xou opouq ev xn xaxapaoei . We have al¬ 
ready seen that Wellhausen referred to this as a Duplette , 
and from his reconstruction, determined that the original OG 
had only ev xn xaxapaoei in the first instance and only ex 
pep ovq xou opouq in the second. 

If we examine the two Greek versions at hand, we 
see, first of all, that B, by replacing ex pepouq with ex 
xXeupaq in the first instance but not in the second, attests 
that it corrected according to a Hebrew text already like 
that of MT, changing the text only where the Hebrew was 
extant, and further, that ex pepouq was indeed the original 
OG. From the viewpoint of the meaning of the phrase, pepo? 
makes far less sense here as a translation of m than does 
xXeupa, and it is highly unlikely that cod B, here the kaige 
recension, would have substituted a less correct and precise 
Greek word for one that was already correct. However, the 


234 Schulz II, p. 158. 

235 Wellhausen, pp. 222 f. 
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fact that ex pepouq appears here in Ant as well as at the end 
of the verse seems, against Wellhausen, to be a sign not only 
that it was present in OG, but also that OG*s Vorlage must 
have contained inn ixn here. That ninn, giving rise to 
ev xq xaxapaoei, may also have been in the Vorlage is another 
question (see below), but if ex pepouq had not already been 
there, kaige would have had nothing to correct here, and if 
inn ixn had not been in OG*s Vorlage , there is no reason why 
OG would have included the phrase. 

If this is true, however, it may well be that OG 
did include a Duplette here after all. Wellhausen posited 
the presence of inno on the strength of ev xq xaxafJotoei and 
on an analogy with inn-n^n mmfound at Josh 10:11. The 
validity of this line of reasoning lies in the presumption 
that mnK is corrupt, and that OG has transmitted the true 
original form omn. In addition to the fact that lin is 
never without the mn, and that no dual form for this local¬ 
ity is attested elsewhere,there remains to be explained 
how the textual accident could have taken place. In order to 
end up with Wellhausen*s text, one must posit a haplography, 
then the transformation of omn to mn*, then, for OG, a 
double translation of mm as ex pepouq xou opouq ev xq 
xaxa|3aaei. The first of these is, of course, a possibility, 
but no sufficient explanation has ever been given as to how 
coin could have become mnx. If, on the other hand, we 
posit a misreading of v>inN on 0G*s part, either accidentally 
or because it found that a place name seemed to be required 
here and looked for one that resembled the consonantal text, 
the &pa>vaip of OG becomes understandable. Where similar 
names occur, both at Josh 10:10 f. and Jer 48:5 (LXX 31:5), 
the further designation of mm is present, which could 
have inspired LXX to insert it here as well. At Josh 10:11, 
for MT inn-mu mm LXX reads em xqq xaxapotoeooq Qpajviv, 


236 Driver, p. 304. 
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237 

while for Jer 48:5 onnn ‘ninn, LXX reads ev o6uj Qpujvaip. 
That *ninn or ev xr\ xotxapaoei could have been an explanatory 
addition in 2 Sam 13:24 is shown also by its position. In 
every other instance of this term, always with a place name, 
it precedes the name (Josh 10:11; Judg 1:16 [LXX]; Jer 48:5; 

1 Macc 3:24). That it should come after it in 13:24 may be 
a sign that it was purposely added later as a further de¬ 
signation of the supposed Horonaim . The result of such an 
addition in OG, however, is to overload the phrase with place 
designations (xqv o6ov xriv Qpuivotip ex pepouq tou opouq ev xr\ 
xaxa0aoei), which hardly seems called for in the middle of 
a lively narrative such as in chapter 13- 

The place known as tn:nn, according to Isa 15:5 and 
Jer 48:3.5.34, was in Transjordan, probably southeast of the 
Dead Sea. 2 ^ As such, it would seem excluded as being the 
place from which David*s sons were coming in 13:34. Beth- 

Horon, the site which most commentators seem to agree on for 

23Q 

13:34, lay northwest of Jerusalem. Isaiah and Jeremiah 

refer to the tn^vin *n*r and D'ornn *ninn, respectively, but 
if Horonaim was southeast of the Dead Sea, travelers on such 
a road would hardly be coming from Beth Horon in the north, 
and, further, it seems highly unlikely that two roads, coming 
from nearly opposite directions, would have the same name. 
Therefore, o*>:nn *n*r», as a correction in 13:34, is not very 
likely. 

J. Simons rejected the emendation of *mnK, 
claiming that MT makes sufficiently good sense here: "Natur¬ 
ally the royal princes had fled from Baal-Hasor into the 

237 But ev xr) xaxa0otoei Qpujvaip in mss 51-62-311-407-449- 
Syh m S, all of which contain Lucianic readings according 
to J. Ziegler, Ieremias, Baruch, Threni, Epistula Iere- 
miae (Gottingen"; 1957), p. 79. 

238 J. Simons, The Geographical and Topographical Texts of 
the Old Testament (Leiden, 1959), p. 436. Cf. also 
"P.-M. Abel, Geographie de la Palestine. T. II (Paris, 
1938), p. 35 JT. 

239 Driver, p. 304 . 



231 


desert of Ephraim and therefore made their way towards Jeru- 
shalaim by a roundabout way (cp. v.30). The watcher looking 
northward and standing on the traditional post of observation 
... only saw them when, for a moment, he glanced around or 
behind." 240 

Although mention of the watchman is not specifically 

made by Josephus, he may provide a veiled reference to r>*inN 

in his version of the scene: ’’Meanwhile the clatter of horses 

and the noise of approaching men caused them to look around," 

241 

as if the tumult came from behind them." 

If *n*inN *i*rrn is accepted as the genuine reading 
here, it is more difficult to see how a haplography in the 
text could have given rise to MT. Most correctors suggest 
that cod B ev xn o6a) represents as original vna, and the 
haplography occurred from in a to inn. If this were the 
case, however, it would have been much more likely that 
yrm and not should have fallen out of the text. Fur¬ 
ther, while •nnnN inn is grammatically satisfactory, 

even if somewhat awkward, the reconstructed form, ■>n ■>n 

inn is harsh, as Smith pointed out, and could make one sus¬ 
pect that an insertion, based on the shorter MT, had been 
forced into the text. 

It is not necessary for the narrative that the 
watchman actually express his message to David. 1 Sam 14:16 f. 
shows that in the narrative style of Sam, it is sufficient 
that the watchman see something, while the report to the 
interested party is understood from the context. LXX or 
its Vorlage may not have been satisfied with this technique 
here at 2 Sam 13*. 3^, and filled in what it considered to be 
a lacuna in the text. If this is the case here, then the 
text has been augmented in such a way that the longer LXX 
appears to be "haplogenic" because of the repetition of the 


240 Simons, Geographical and Topographical Texts , p. 334. 

241 Mexa£u 6e Hxuiuoq iincajv hol l Oopupoq xpooiovxajv tivojv 
auxouq eiceoxpe^ev, Ant . VII, 179. Josephus makes no 
mention of Horonaim here. 
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place name which the LXX text used in order to make its 
insertion here. 


2 Sam 14:30 


•id!? oe>-i!?*i *v?-!?n dnv> np!?n ikd *i?iDy-!?K *inK*>i 

wnd np!?nn-nN oi!?e>DN *TDy insM wkd n*nxini 

nai entev rcpoq xouq itaibaq auxou ApeooaXani I6exe n 
pepiq ev a-ypa) xou Ia)a(3 exopeva pou, xai auxu? xpi0ai 
exei* itopeueo0e xai epitprioaxe auxnv ev rcupi* xai 
eveicpnoav auxaq oi Ttaibeq ApeaoaXajp, xnv pepiba. 
xai itapaYivovxai oi 6 ouXoi Ia)a(3 itpoq auxov bieppnxo'tes 
xa ipaxia auTujv xai euiav Eveicupiaav ot 6ouXot 
APeoaaXajp xnv pepiba ev itupi. 

xai eucev ApeooaXajp upoq xouq bouXouq auxou I6exe, 

H pepiq n exopevr) nP<dv ev aypa) xou IajafS, xai auxu) 
exei xpi0ai* uopeu0r|xe 6n xai i6exe, xai epitupioaxe 
auxaq ev rcupi. xai eveuupiaav auxaq oi 6ouXoi A(3ea- 

oaXwp ev itupi, xnv pepiba Iajap. xai icapa? i vovxai 

6ouXoi Ia)a3 upoq auxov bieppnxo'te? xa ipaxia 
auxajv xai Xeyouaiv Eveitupiaav oi 6ouXoi A^eooaXajp 
xqv pepiba ev rcupi • 

c 242 . (sic) *>1 

4QSam : oe> ni!?[i >*r]> !?y [dn*p np!?n ikd i]*iDy !?y *ini h 

w[nd np!?nn tin] oi [two* *idj> in]>s>i wnd mn>*n[*i id!?] 

Qi!?\9nx >T[ny npsn nniN*i o.*P*n]a >ynp i!?k dk*p inid*i1 

wkd np!?nLn] n & 

In this verse which describes Absalom's plan for 

getting Joab to come to him by having his field set on fire, 

LXX contains a plus which describes the reaction of Joab's 
servants: "And the servants of Joab, having rent their gar¬ 
ments, came to him and said, 'The servants of Absalom have 
set the field on fire 1 ." The plus is found in the text of 
OL 2 ^ and 4 QSam c as well. 

Houbigant accepted the originality of the plus, 
blaming its absence in MT on a combination of homeoarcton 


MT: 

LXX B : 

LXX Ant : 


242 Ulrich, "4QSam c : A Fragmentary Manuscript of 2 Samuel 
14-15 from the Scribe of the Serek Hay-yafcad (IQS):" 
BASOR 235 (1979), p. 170. 

243 0L V : Et venerunt servi Joab ad dominum suum scissis 
vestimentis , et dixerunt ei : Succenderunt servi Absalom 
partem agri cum hordeo in igne . OLS: jSt venientes servi 
Joab, scissis vestimentis suis , dixerunt : Succenderunt 
servi Absalom partem agri igni . 
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and homeoteleuton. 2 * 41 * A certain number of commentators have 

followed suit in accepting the plus, and Thenius blamed 

246 

its absence on the repetition of np^nn-nN. 

Wellhausen rejected the plus because, "for Hebrew 
readers, verse 31 did not need a long introduction,” and 
further, ”Joab would not have been able to make any sense out 

of the simple xr\v pepiba, and bieppnxoteq xot ipaTta auxajv 

247 

appears to be a forced recollection.” His rejection of 

the plus is in accord with the majority of authors and 
248 

translations. 

The information contained in the plus here is not 
necessary for the narrative and, as frequently occurs, MT 
appears to have left up to the reader to realize that Joab 
was informed of the attack on his field, while LXX's text 
seems to have spelled it out here. 

The fact that Joab's servants rend their garments 
seems oddly out of place here. The act of rending one's gar¬ 
ments, with the verb jnp, while it occurs forty-one times in 
the Bible, is ordinarily a sign of grief (e.g. 2 Sam 13:31), 
fear (e.g. 1 Sam 4:12), desperation (2 Kgs 5:8), or abase¬ 
ment (Joel 2:3). The only other instance where anger seems 
to be connected with rending garments (as appears to be the 
case in our verse here) is found at 2 Kgs 11:14 (= 2 Chr 
23:13), where Athaliah rends her garments upon seeing Joash 
crowned king in the temple. The incident of Joab's field is 
hardly comparable, and the servants' reaction is overly dra¬ 
matic over against the more sober MT account. This fact, 

244 ”... initium habebant [codices] in verbo et ven - 

erunt , ut versus sequens in et venit [sic]; 

finem vero in vocabulo wan” (Houbigant, p. 343). 

245 Thenius, Bottcher, Klostermann, Ewald, Peters, Dhorme, 
Ulrich, NAB. Smith is undecided, but leans toward ac¬ 
ceptance . 

246 Thenius 2 , p. 215. 

247 Wellhausen, p. 194. 

248 Vercellone, Keil, Erdmann, Driver, Nowack, Graetz, Hum- 
melauer, Budde, Lohr, Kittel, Ehrlich, Schulz, Hertz- 
berg, Barth^lemy, BHS, RSV, NEB, BJ, TOB, Eli. 
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plus LXX's penchant for filling in where MT leaves actions 
unsaid and up to the reader to understand, makes it advisable 
to accept the shorter MT as original here. 

As may be seen above, the Greek texts of cod B and 
Ant differ from one another in many respects, and a close 
examination is necessary in order to determine the text of 
OG. The differences are found both in the word order and 
the vocabulary used: 


B- itpoq touq itaibaq oiutou 
ApeaaaXcop 

ev otypa) tou Icoap 
exopeva pou 

xpiQai £H £i 

icopeueoQe 

xnv pepiba 1 0 

epicpnoaxe auTnv 

eveitpnoav 

itaibeq 

eiitav 


Ant- AfteooaXcop itpoq touq bouXouq 
auTou 

H exopevn ev otypa) 

tou Ia)a(3 

exei xpiQai 

uopeuOnTe 6n kqu ibeTe 
ev itupi xnv pepiba Icoap 
epuupioaxe auTaq 
eveitup ioav 
bouXoi 
Xeyouoiv 


The only divergence in the 'plus' section occurs 
between emav and Xeyouoiv, while all the rest are in the 
first part of the verse. The uniform use of bouXoi and 
epitupi£eiv in Ant over against itaibeq and epupnQetv in B 
for the section outside the plus, compared with the confor¬ 
mity of B with Ant _in the plus, indicates that B took over 
the plus as it found it, but modified its text somewhat 
where it possessed a Hebrew base. Auxnv in B for auTaq 1° 
in Ant shows that the latter took xpiQai as its antecedent 
while B took n peptQ. Thus, B here is closer to MT (and to 
4QSam c ). Ant itopeuOnTe bn xai ibeTe for B itopeueaOe shows 
B once again closer to MT. Note that the extra words in 
Ant are also absent from 4QSam c . In the sentence xai 
eveitpnoav auxaq oi itaibeq A(3eooaXu)p zr\v pepiba (B), where 
Ant has xai eveitupioav auTaq oi bouXoi AfJeaoaXoop ev uupi 
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xr)v pepibot Iajap, both texts contain auxas as well as xrjv 
peptbot as the object of the burning. The pronominal object, 
since it diverges from MT, is probably original OG, and B, 
in its modification toward MT retained the OG reading as 
well. It is hard to see how OG could have originally had 
two objects of evenupiootv, and therefore, xrjv pepiba Ia>a(3 
in Ant is probably a later addition to the text. 4QSam c , 
with B and MT, but against Ant, lacks Iu)a0 here, and, with 
MT but against B and Ant lacks auxotq. 

The original Greek text, therefore, may be taken 
to be that of Ant, minus the phrase xr)v peptba Ia>a0 which 
was a later, clarifying addition. If this is so, then a 
presumed accident through homeoteleuton cannot really ex¬ 
plain the shorter MT form, as a comparison of the final 
clause of MT indicates; 

MT: ©an np5nn-nN di5©:in ins>i 

B 

LXX : holi evexpnoav auxaq ot itaibeq A0eooaXu)p xrjv pepibot 
Ant: xat evexuprioav auxaq ot 6ouXoi A0eooaXu)p ev itupi 

(xnv pepiba Iwa(3) 

Schulz maintained that the final ev itupi of LXX (which is 

present in cod B), corresponds to MT ©Ha 2° and that the 

24Q 

Greek plus had been inserted before ©NS. y The presence 
of ev itupi in Ant just before the plus, however, makes this 
seem unlikely. The form of Ant suggests rather that the 
addition in OG was made at the word mini, where OG inserted 
Mat eveitupioav auxaq instead of repeating the original xqv 
pepiba. The plus then ended with xai Xe^ouaiv, at which 
point it was joined up with the original text, eveitupioav 
oi 6ouXoi APeooaXwp xr)v pepiba ev itupi, thus creating a text 
in OG which appeared to be "haplogenic" in form because of 
the repetition of eveitupioav. 

4QSam c here, while it contains the plus of LXX, 
presents one unusual variant in nNV> iNirm]. The 


249 Schulz II, p. 174. 
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Greek text here reads 6ouXoi^^ although nowhere else in the 
Bible does lie at the base of 6ouXoq in Greek. riaiq 

translates at 2 Kgs 2:24 and Qoh 4:13 only — and neither 
of these has the meaning of "servant" in the context. The 
usual translation for is itaibiov (thirty-six times) or 

OC 1 

itaibapiov (thirty-four times). Barthelemy suggests, for 

4QSam c here, "n'y aurait-il pas la la retroversion maladroite 
252 

d'un Ttaibeq?" which opens the possibility of a text at 

Qumran which was edited from the Greek. It would be ex¬ 
tremely difficult otherwise to account for here, since 
it does not correspond to Hebrew usage, nor would itaibeq 
in Greek, in the context of this verse, have suggested 
anything other than hdji, even for someone who knew only a 
minimum of Hebrew. 

Summing up this case, therefore, we see that LXX 
or its Vorlage has inserted a plus designed to show the re¬ 
action of Joab's servants to the burning of his field, and 
to make the report of the event to Joab, while MT's shorter 
text left this up to the reader. The plus has been inserted 
in such a way that it has created a text in which the repe¬ 
tition of one word at the beginning and end of the insertion 
has led some to blame its absence from MT on a textual acci¬ 
dent due to homeoteleuton, whereas it is the shorter text of 
MT which is the more original here. 

2 Sam 15:20b 


MT: nnNi *ron *iny vna-nx n\»ni :ne> 

g 

LXX : emoxpe<pou xai en ioxpet|;ov xouq abeXcpouq oou pexa 

oou, xai Kupioq Tcoinoei pexa oou eXeoq xai a\r\Qeiav . 

An t 

LXX : xai avaoxpecpe, xai aitooxpecpe xouq a6eX<pouq oou pexa 
oou, xai Kupioq Ttoinaei pexa oou eXeov xai aXr]0eiav. 


250 riaibeq in mss c x only. 

251 Followed by xexvov (10 times), uioq (3 times), aponv 
(twice), veaviaq and veojxepoq (once each). 

252 Barthelemy, CTAT. 
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The final words of 2 Sam 15:20 contain a plus in 
LXX vis-a-vis MT in which, after David recalls Itthai’s 
arrival among his troops and counsels him to return and take 
his brethren with him, LXX contains the words "and may the 
Lord show you" before the final "steadfast and kindness." 
Already Houbigant pointed out the "mutilus contextus" here 
in this final phrase, which seems to go against the ordinary 
usage of nnNi ion in such a context. LXX's nat Kupioq 
notnoai pexa oou eXeoq xai aXqOetav provides what seems to 
be lacking in MT, and Houbigant reconstructed iny mn* nejyi 
n»Ki Ton, blaming the omission on an error of .haplography 
resulting from homeoteleuton at iny. 

The plus is recorded in 0L S as well, reading &t 

Dominus faciat tecum misericordiam et veritatem. The text of 

254 

Vg shows a slight variant here, for a great number of mss 
read revertere et reduc tecum fratres tuos , et Dominus faciet 
tecum misericordiam et veritatem, quia ostendisti gratiam et 
fidem . The middle section here appears to be an insertion 

of the OL text, with quia an addition to make the transition 
smoother to ostendisti gratiam et fidem . The text of Tg 
oiwpi imny voyi *iny in# ir> :nn, witnesses to the 

plus as well, although without the m;v> of LXX, and Tg’s 
T^nyi may account here for Jerome’s translation. Syr, on 
the other hand, seems to contain a paraphrase of MT: pws 
w»wtb *lhyk spyr . 

Keil has maintained translating it as "mit dir sei 
256 

Gnade und Wahrheit," J followed by Erdmann, who objects to 
the longer LXX form as giving the impression of a paraphrase 


253 Houbigant, p. 317, followed by Thenius, Wellhausen, 
Klostermann, Driver, Budde, Smith, Nowack, Lohr, Peters, 
Kittel, Bottcher, Schulz, Hertzberg, HOTTP, RSV, NEB, 
NAB, BJ, Osty, Eli. 

254 All except RACD'P D $ RZG . 

255 Which contains both Vg and OL. Cf. Vercellone, p. 385: 
"Geminam unius hemistichii interpretationem exhibent." 

256 Keil, p. 304. 
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257 

based on the similar words in 2 Sam 2:6. Driver, however, 

noted that this shorter text does not take into account the 

disjunctive accent tipfra with lay and passes over the fact 

258 

that vriN-HN seems to require lay to complete its sense. 

There is good evidence for this expression, as 
2 Sam 2:6 shows: naKi 100 aoay nin’-wy’ nnyi. There is, of 
course, the possibility that LXX had been inspired by the 
previous use in order to expand the text at 15:20, but the 
grammatical harshness in MT 1 s shorter text is a telling sign 
that something has fallen out. Since the plus consists of 
only three words, and not a long passage such as is found in 
many of the other LXX pluses, the chances of its having been 
accidentally omitted from MT are greatly increased. 

This LXX plus here, therefore, seems to be a genuine 
example of a text fallen out of MT through haplography. The 
presence of a form of the plus in Vg and Tg as well indicates 
that these versions found fault with MT. 

Conclusions 


In the preceding pages we have examined nineteen 

25Q 

cases ^ in which the text of LXX presents a significant plus 
for which it has been suggested that the absence from MT is 
due to an accident through homeoteleuton or homeoarcton. In 
one case only, 2 Sam 15:20b, it seems absolutely certain that 
an accident due to homeoteleuton has taken place in MT, and 
LXX may be used to restore the text. In two other cases, 

2 Sam 13:21.27, it is highly probable that accidents have 
occurred and that LXX must be considered original, although 
the fact that the pluses here appear to be tacked on to their 
respective verses, and that each is reminiscent of a text 
found elsewhere in Sam or Kgs, may point to the artificiality 
of the plus. In one other case, it seems impossible to decide 


257 Erdmann, p. 465. 

258 Driver, p. 314. 

259 To the eighteen cases examined in this section must be 
added 1 Sam 3:21 (see pp. 30f.). 
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whether the plus is original or not (1 Sam 29:10). In each 
of the other cases, we have tried to show that it may be said, 
with varying degrees of certitude, that the pluses represent 
additions to a shorter text like that of MT. 

In order to understand these pluses which are ad¬ 
ditions to the text, the characteristics which are present 
in the pluses examined in Part 1.1 must be recalled. We saw 
that many of them indicate a literary creativity on the part 
of the text witnessed to in LXX, and that it is possible, at 
least in a broad way, to group the pluses into different 
categories in order to show what the editors* interests were 
in making these insertions. An examination of these pluses 
which appear to be "haplogenic" in form shows that many of 
them fall into these same general categories. 

1 . Completing the ft unsaid tf . 

Under this heading may be included pluses such as 

1 Sam 3:15, which specifies that Samuel "got up in the morn¬ 
ing", showing LXX's desire to leave nothing unsaid in the 
narrative, whereas MT's shorter text passes directly from 
"Samuel lay down until morning" to "and he opened the doors..." 
At 1 Sam 10:21, where MT*s more rapid narrative has left 
understood one of the steps in the lot-casting which des¬ 
ignated Saul as king, LXX saw it necessary to include it in 
its text. Again at 1 Sam 13:5, the LXX text specifies that 
"they went up against Israel", even though this was clear 

from the context. At 1 Sam 23:6, LXX spells out the fact that 
Abiathar went with David, apparently in order to clarify an 
early corruption in the text which MT still contains. In 

2 Sam 13:34, the LXX makes the sentinel deliver his message 
to David, which MT had left understood. Finally, at 2 Sam 
14:30, LXX again spells out the delivery of news, in addition 
to dramatizing the event by having Joab's men rend their 
garments. 

2. Changing the point of view . 

We saw that in 1 Sam 1 a whole series of LXX 
additions served to change the character of this chapter by 
emphasizing, among other things, Elkanah's role in the 
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proceedings. At 1:24, a further plus, this time in a form 
which is "haplogenic”, continues this same perspective by 
specifying Elkanah as the one who offered the sacrifice 
while in MT the subject is "they" (Elkanah and Hannah to¬ 
gether). The long pluses at 1 Sam 14:41 and 42 also add 
information which changes the character of the narrative here. 
The MT does not seem to have taken a great interest in the 
lot-casting procedure here whereas LXX’s addition of 
the Urim and Tummim in 14:41 bring the text to emphasize the 
aspect significantly. As we discussed above, however, this 
is one of the cases in which it is difficult to arrive at 
absolute certainty as to whether the plus is original or 
not. In 14:42, the plus serves to change the point of view 
as well, showing the people*s disagreement with the process, 
an attitude which is not specified in MT until v.45. 

3. Added emphasis to the text . 

A number of texts contain additions which serve to 
add emphasis to the narrative. At 1 Sam 3:21 the text found 
in LXX has added the comment on the evil ways of Eli*s sons, 
which serves to emphasize the contrast once again in this 
chapter between them and Samuel’s stature as a prophet of the 
Lord.At 1 Sam 10:1, LXX’s text emphasizes Saul’s role 
as saving leader of the people and introduces the signs which 
will indicate this role. At 1 Sam 12:8, a small plus em¬ 
phasizes the oppression of the Israelites at the hands of the 
Egyptians, apparently inspired by Josh 24:4, within Samuel’s 
catalogue of the Lord’s saving deeds. Finally, at 1 Sam 
30:24, LXX’s text has David emphasize the importance of the 
two hundred men who stayed behind by the brook of Beser. 

Outside of these three categories in which similar 
kinds of additions are found in both the ’’haplogenic” and the 
"non-haplogenic” forms of the pluses, two other significant 


260 As we saw in the discussion of this verse, the "haplo- 
genic” form of the addition is not found in the actual 
Greek text but in the reconstruction proposed by Thenius 
and McCarter. 
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pluses occur in 1 Sam, at 13:15 and 15:12 f. As we saw in 
the examination of the texts, 15:12 f. has a "haplogenic" 
form which would have given rise to MT's shorter text only 
in Ant. The plus registered in Greek, however, appears to 
be an insertion entended to harmonize its surroundings with 
13:7b-15a, Saul's offering of the sacrifices. The plus at 
13:15 appears likewise to be a harmonization, where LXX f s 
text has sought to alleviate the apparent anomaly of Samuel*s 
departure for Gibeath-Benjamin. Although admittedly there 
is a lesser degree of certitude here that the plus is an 
insertion and not a genuinely accidental omission, it cannot 
be denied that this type of facilitating plus has been clearly 
shown to be typical enough of LXX's text so as to make it 
highly probable that it is an insertion here as well. 

Thus, in the overwhelming majority of cases, the 
plus that exists in the Greek text appears to be the result 
of a deliberate insertion, even though the form of the plus 
suggests that it may have fallen out of MT through haplo- 
graphy. ° If the analysis of the genuineness of MT for the 
above texts is accurate, and the pluses are later insertions, 
then the conclusion suggests itself that these insertions 
have been made in the apparent form which we call lt haplogenic. fl 
That is to say that the editor who wished to expand his 
text took advantage of one word in the verse around which he 
made his insertion, and concluded the insertion with the 
same word, leaving in his wake a text which appears to have 
given rise to a textual accident in MT's shorter text, but 
which in reality is simply the result of an expansion. The 
frequency of these pluses whose originality is suspect 
indicates that we must find some way of accounting for their 
presence in the text. The hypothesis that an editor 


261 It is significant that, although in most of these cases 
the majority of commentators has accepted the longer 
LXX reading, two of the most recent studies of Samuel 
(Stoebe and HOTTP) have opted frequently for the shorter 
MT reading. Among the modern translations, RSV and TOB 
have likewise followed MT for a majority of these cases. 
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purposely took a specific word as his point of departure, and 
ended his insertion with the same word, seems to account for 
this phenomenon. 

In two of the texts, 1 Sam 1:24 and 29:10, the form 
of MT shows that a genuine haplography could not have taken 
place. In each of these cases, an editor seems to have used 
a repetition that was already in the text (1:24 nyi nyjn: 
29:10 onnsejm . . . ootyn ) in order to make his insertion. In 
the other cases, the repetition occurs only in the longer 
text of LXX. It is significant, as well, that the only case 
in which the grammar of the text of MT was significantly dis¬ 
turbed is 2 Sam 15:20b, where LXX's plus seems clearly or¬ 
iginal and at the same time rectifies the disturbed grammar. 
In the other cases, if the existence of the plus had not 
been known through LXX, its absence would not have been 
noticed. 

It is highly possible, therefore, that the tech¬ 
nique employed in order to make these insertions which wit¬ 
ness to the literary creativity of later editors was that 
of choosing a word around which the insertion was made and 
ending the insertion with that same word, thus producing an 
expansion which fitted more smoothly into the text. It is 
difficult to determine whether this may have taken place on 
the level of the LXX translation or already in its Vorlage . 
Further, it is not possible to say with absolute certainty 
that this was indeed the procedure used in these cases, but 
rather that this explanation appears to fit the circumstances 
in those cases where it seems certain that LXX witnesses to 
an expanded text. 
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2.2 " Haplogenic” pluses in MT 

These pluses are "haplogenic” in form in MT, so that 
their absence from LXX suggests an error in the Greek text 
due to homeoteleuton or homeoarcton. 

1 Sam 2:31 f. 


31 

MT: nion ton no ym-nNi lyiT-nN oy-rjn oon oo* nin J 

-Ntn ^Nien-nN no>*-*i»N !>nn ion ns nunm 32 ^ n ^ ^ ipt 

ooo-to inon ipr no* 


LXX 8 : ^^lSou nuepai epxovTai Mai e^oXeQpeuooo to aiteppa aou 

wai to aiteppa oimou TtaTpoq aou. 32 MQtL 0UM e oTai aou 
icpeapuTHQ ev oimo) pou Tiaoaq Taq r \\ iepcLq . 


LXX 


Ant. 31 


Hai i 6 ou nuepotL epxovTai Mai e£oXe 0 peuaa) to aiteppa 

3 1 2 Mai 


aou Mai to aueppa tou oimou tou icaTpoq aou. 
eitipXe^eL MpaTaiajpa vacov (vaiiov-bi; ojv-o; Xaa)v-C2? 
paa)v-e2) ev naoiv oiq ayaOuvei tov IapapX Mai oum 
eoTai ^peapUTHQ ev to) oimo) aou itaaaq Taq nuepas 
[+Mai oum eaTai aoi Ttpeaf 3 uTr)S ev to) oimoj pou icaaaq 
TaQ nMepa? 1 \ . 


Acx 31 

LXX : J i6ou nuepai* epxovTai Mai e£oXe0peuoa) to arceppa aou 
Mai to oiceppa oimou TiaTpoc aou. Mai oum eoTai aou 
icpeapuTriQ eM oimoj pou. 32*ai eiti3Xet|>ei MpaTaia>pa 
(+ pouajv- A) ev icaaiv oiq ayaOuvei tov IapanX Mai oum 
eoTai upeapuTn? ev (+ toj- A) oimo) aou icaaaQ xaq nuepaQ. 


4QSam a : 


LnNi *iynr nN *]nynAio*Nn oof* mn ] 

[ o*n*n] b o *non ipt *]b no* [ni^i ion no ynt] 


In the middle of the prophecy against Eli's house, 
MT contains a large plus (ton iiyn ns nonni *ino:i ipt nion 
^niw> —nN no* *-n«N), reproduced in Ant and Acx but lacking 
in cod B and 4QSam a . Thenius maintained that the plus ac¬ 
cidentally fell out of the Greek through the similarity 


1 Lagarde does not include this clause in his edition, but 
it is present in the mss b o c 2 e 2 - 

2 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 59. 
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between imaa ipt n*nnn and “lrpna ipt although 

one factor speaking against such an explanation is that if 
such an accident had occurred, it would ordinarily be the 
material preceding the second member of the repetition which 
would fall out. Here, however, the Greek xai ouh got at 
appears to translate n>n*-Nin rather than m>nn. In no other 
occurrence of n*nnn (Ex 9:28; 12:4; Lev 26:13; 1 Sam 15:26; 

1 Kgs 2:27; Jer 31:36; 33:21.24; Ruth 1:12; Dan 12:1) does 
LXX use a finite form of eivotL. 

Wellhausen devoted a long discussion to this case, 
for which he decided that 1PT m>nn and tpt n>m-N!n 

“lrnaa are variants of the same reading, which is itself a 
gloss, and that the MT plus at v.32a is to be eliminated 
since it occurs between two glosses and since it is lacking 

4 

in LXX. The glosses of vv.31b and 32b were due, according 
to Wellhausen, to an incorrect application of v.31a ("Behold 
the days are coming when I will cut off your 'arm' and the 
•arm* of your father's house") to the death of Hophni and 
Phineas in chapter four, whereas it was originally intended 
to be a prophecy against Eli's house which would have its 
fulfillment in the massacre of the priests of Nob (1 Sam 22: 
17-20) and the banishment of Abiathar by Solomon (1 Kgs 2:27, 
where it is expressly said that the propjecy against Eli's 
house was fulfilled). MT v.32a presumes, still according to 
Wellhausen, that Eli witnesses the disaster prophesied for 
his house while v.34 (in both MT and LXX) indicates that the 
death of his sons is only the sign of the later disaster 
which, of course, Eli does not live to see.^ He goes on to 
suggest that v. 32 a equals v.29a (which is itself obscure), 
and might be used to emend the latter, although he stated 
that he did not succeed in doing so.^ 


3 Followed by Klostermann, Hummelauer, Smith and Ferne-ndez. 

4 Wellhausen, pp. 48-51. 

5 Driver, Nowack, Cross and McCarter have adopted Well- 
hausen's position here. 

6 "Leider gelingt es mir nicht, dieses Recht practisch zu 
verwerthen, obwohl es klar ist, dass der MT v.29 ver- 
besserungsbedurftig ist" (Wellhausen, p. 49). 



245 


The majority of commentators and all modern trans¬ 
lations have preserved the longer MT reading here, in spite 

7 

of the obscurity of v.32a. 

H. Seebass has proposed a rather thoroughgoing emen¬ 
dation of the text, but still basically follows the longer MT 
form. For vv.31 f. he reads: liyn ns nonm ’iron ipt nv>nn 
“p:ny t\k mtot? o^nn npr mm k5 i *«np 5k onNon ne>K 5s 

o 

miDN k5 er>Ni t\k m*TN5v. This emendation is based, on 

q 

the one hand, on an observation by Press^ that the parallel 
to 2:27 ff. is 3:13, as in both places the culpability is that 
of Eli*s sons whereas in 2:13-16 Eli himself appears to be 
guilty of misconduct with the sacrifices. This guilt of Eli f s 
is found in 2:27-31.33 as well, which indicates that 3:12-14 
is a secondary development based on the tendency in 2:27 ff. 
to exculpate Eli by placing the blame on his sons. On the 
other hand, this emendation is based on a number of cor¬ 
ruptions and accidents which supposedly took place within the 
text. It is difficult to believe, however, that Seebass* 
text could have come about by the circuitous route which he 
suggests. For example, for MT*s 5 n*iw*-hn 5:>n as a 

corruption of an original *«np orison *U5 /n 5d, he is forced 
to posit a dittography and letter confusion at 5s which pro¬ 
duced a mistakenly placed beth plus heth misread as 

double; yod , plus a mem misread as beth resulting in t\K mm* 
from oimon. Then, after this corruption had taken place, 5k 
was relocated because of the erroneous nK, qoph fell out 
through haplography, and the remaining became through 
a reversal of letters and an erroneous resh for daleth , to 
change >unp 5k into 5kw> nK! 8 9 10 

7 Keil, Erdmann, Thenius, Klostermann, Hummelauer, Graetz, 
Smith, Budde, Dhorme, Fernandez, Ehrlich, Kittel, Schulz, 
Stoebe, Hertzberg, RSV, NEB, NAB, BJ, Osty, TOB, Eli, 

HOTTP, BHS. 

8 H. Seebass, »»Zum Text von 1 Sam XIV, 23B-25A und II, 29, 
31-33," VT 16 (1956) 76-82. 

9 R. Press, **Der Prophet Samuel,** ZAW 56 ( 1938), pp. 179 f- 

10 Seebass, **Zum Text...,** p. 77. 
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The absence of the plus, however, is not the only 
variant between MT and LXX (and 4Q). The entire Greek tradi¬ 
tion has understood y*u as jnt (oTteppa), while the MT as read 
yr\ T - "arm, strength" - here. Further, xou oux eaxai aou^ 
upeaguxns ev olkco pou (which agrees with 4Q ipt rv>iv> [Nitn] 
■>mnn) is at variance with MT imon ip t *n*n-Nfn. As the 
prophecy stands in MT, it is a condemnation of Eli’s house 
(imnn), while in LXX and 4Q it states that Eli’s descendants 
will no longer be in the Lord’s house (»rpaa). These variants, 
coupled with the repetition of imoo ipt mnn and ipt 
imnn in MT, suggest two possible explanations for the dif¬ 
ferent forms. At one time there may have been two separate 
traditions, one witnessed by MT vv.31b-32a which placed the 
emphasis on the prophecy against Eli and his sons and which 
found its fulfillment in the death of Hophni and Phineas. The 
other, witnessed by LXX and 4Q, placed the emphasis on the 
extinction of the priesthood in Eli’s family. This would 
account for the Lord’s word that Eli’s descendants would no 
longer be in his house, and would have found its fulfillment 
in the massacre of the priests of Nob and in Abiathar’s ba¬ 
nishment by Solomon. LXX and 4Q carried only the second of 
these, while proto-MT the first. Then at some time, MT in¬ 
corporated the second into its text, although because of the 
similarity of the two, was dropped from the text and 
became modified to imnn because of the similar form in v.31. 

Another possibility is that the original prophecy 
was that of MT, specifically against Eli and the continuation 
of his descendants, but then, in order to join this passage 
to the passage of the priesthood from Eli’s house, it was 
modified to the LXX form. 

The second of these seems more probable since with 
it the original prophecy would have been addressed against 
Eli and his sons specifically. Because of the juxtaposition 
of the Elide downfall with young Samuel’s growth in stature 
within the entire section 2:12-36, it is hard to avoid the 


11 Sic in all mss, although it is probably an early cor¬ 
ruption of ooi. 
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conclusion that, at least at one time in the narrative, the 

12 

"faithful priest" of v.35 was intended to mean Samuel. 

The fact that the LXX and 4Q form shifts the emphasis away 
from the punishment of Eli’s house through the death of 
Hophni and Phineas to the extinction of the Elide priesthood J 
with the concomitant rise of Zadok’s star may be the indi¬ 
cation that a later harmonization was worked into the text. 

It is, moreover, more natural to expect that a text should 
fit in to its own immediate context rather than that it should 
agree with some later material. Since a prophecy against 
Eli’s house was already in the text here, it could easily 
have been modified in order to embrace the later historical 
events which included the slaughter of the priests at Nob 
and Abiathar’s banishment. 

The rest of the MT plus, -"iwh ion , )‘\yn ns nonm 
iwien-nN is admittedly obscure, and the ancient ver¬ 

sions witness to a variety of translations here: Et attendit 
fideliter manens in omnibus quibus benefacit Israel (0L V ); 

Et videbis aemulum tuum in templo in universis prosperis Is - 
rahel (Vg); xoti eTEiftXe^n avxiCnXov HaxoiKqxnp tou. . . (A * ); 
xai oijjei QXityiv xaxoixnaeajq ev Ttavxi a) euepfexriQnaexai IapaqX 
(X*); Mai eTCigXetl>n xpaxaiu)pa Macov ev itaoiv oiq ayaOuvei xov 
IapaqX (© *) 1 ^; "And you will contemplate and will look on the 
distress which will be on the man of your house because of 
the sins which you have sinned against me in my sanctuary" 
(Tg); "and [there will be no one] who can hold a scepter in 
your dwelling nor anyone benevolent in Israel" (Syr). 

The thorny viyn ns in v.32, along with tiyn ^nos 
of v.29, have been the object of a number of suggested 


12 Cf. Hertzberg, pp. 44 f. 

13 Note also, in 1 Sam 2:33, the LXX variant xouq ocpOotXpouq 
auxou . . .xnv ijjuxnv auxou for MT v J’3*. . . *l»s J . 

14 For the texts of Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion, cf. 
Field, Origenis Hexaplorum Quae Supersunt, I., p. 492. 
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corrections, 1 ^ although nothing entirely satisfactory has yet 
been proposed and, as we saw, Wellhausen admitted failure in 
making sense out of the phrase. 

If the meaning of the verse is not clear, however, 
it is risky to eliminate it simply for that reason. Since 
it appears to be addressed to Eli, it might, however, have 
been expunged from the text by a later editor who wished to 
shift the emphasis away from Eli. If so, because of the re¬ 
petition of the other two almost identical phrases, it could 
have been removed without leaving a scar. As it stands, MT 
is the lectio difficilior , which, along with the fact that 
the text seems to have originally referred to Eli directly 
and not to the later Elide priesthood, is a sign that it is 
the most original reading here. 

1 Sam 4:9 

MT: od!> noy iiokd omnyt? vrnyn id D*ni 2 ?t>D *nm iprnnn 

onnn^^i om*m 

n 

LXX : wpaTaiouo0e wai 7tveo0e eiq avbpaq wou TtoXepnaa'te 

auxouq. 

LXX^ nt : wpaxatouo0e xat yi veo0e ei$ avbpaq, aXXocpuXoi, orcu>s 
PH bouXeuanxe xot<£ Eppaiois xot0'a)s ebouXeuoav uptv, 
wat eoeo0e eiq avbpaq, wai TcoXepn^axe auxouq. 

The absence of the central part of this verse from 

cod B (along with mss v y a 2 ) seems clearly to be the result 

of an accident due to homeoteleuton here, a scribe's eye 

having passed from eiq avbpotQ 1° to 2°, or from if it 

occurred already in LXX's Vorlage. Most commentators take no 

16 

note of the absence in cod B, while Thenius, Peters, Dhorme, 

15 For *nyn is in v.32: •piyi is (Houbigant); *py mns 

(Thenius); ’pym (Klostermann, Smith); pism *1 s 

(Graetz); *iy (Budde, Dhorme); v>y is (Schulz); 

'll? ms (Cross); "with envious eye" (RSV); "a disappointed 
rival" (NAB): ^en ennemi jaloux" (BJ'); "A cot£ de la 
Demeure" (B.P); "l'angoisse It demeure" (Dhorme 1956, 
Barthdlemy, CTAT); "un rival dans la Demeure" (TOB); 

"Voll Neid" (Eii). 

16 Dhorme, however, attributed the haplography to a passage 
from D^nw^D to oman^j without explaining why no trace 

of D^nw^D persisted in cod B (p. 48). 
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Schulz and McCarter are in agreement on the textual accident 
in B. McCarter notes that the longer text of MT is found in 
4QSam a as well.^ 

The Greek text appears to have completed the thought 
of the Hebrew by adding autouq to TtoXepnoate, while the 
majority of Greek mss have corrected their text according to 
MT as far as the plus is concerned. 

It is possible that the missing words were pur¬ 
posely suppressed since they refer to the Hebrews* enslave¬ 
ment to the Philistines, the recollection of which might have 
been offensive to Israelite ears. If this were the case , 
then an editor would have profited from the repetition of 
eiq avbpaq to make his excision without leaving a scar in 
the text. There is, however, no way of proving such an 
eventuality, and the material possibility of the accident 
through homeoteleuton makes it most probable that cod B, or 
the Vorlage of LXX has suffered a textual accident here. 

1 Sam 6:4 


MT: nwnn >:no oaon naKn ne> n dwkh nn onN’i 

oo’anotn nnN on t >nooy mi am 

n 

LXX : wai Xeyouaiv Ti to tri9 Paoavou aitobuiaopev autn; won. 

emav Kat*api0yov tojv aatpaitujv tojv aXXopuXwv Ttevte 
e6pa<s xpooaq, oti ittaiapa ev upiv xai toiq apxouoiv 
upcov ev to) Xaa). 

An t - 

LXX : xai Xeyouoiv Tt to uicep triq 0aoavoi> o aicobwooiiev 
autn; xat encov autoiq ewe ivoi Kata apiOpov tojv 
oatpomeiuiv tojv aXXo<puXa)v icoinoate rcevte ebpaq xP uoa ? 
opoiajpa Tuv e6po)v upujv, oti ictaiopa ev upiv wai tots 
apxouoiv upajv xai ev to) Xaco. 

4QSam a : 1 ® ]o ont 

In MT here, there is a short plus which states that 
five golden mice, along with the five golden tumors, were 
part of the guilt offering to be presented to Yahweh by the 
Philistines for the plague visited upon them. This plus is 


17 McCarter, p. 104. Ulrich does not treat this verse in 
QTSJ. 

18 Ulrich, QTSJ, p. 63. 
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iq .a 

lacking in cod B (here OG), and apparently in 4QSam as 
well. Ant here has, in its place, a different reading al¬ 
together: opoioHia tu)v e6p(iiv upajv. Although the plus is small, 
only three words, that could have accidentally fallen out of 
LXX or its Vorlage because of homeoteleuton at onT, most 
commentators discuss it in conjunction with the other va¬ 
riants between MT and LXX surrounding the tumors and mice 
in chapters five and six. 

Houbigant, basing his reasoning on the mention of 
the golden mice "according to the number of all the cities 
of the Philistines belonging to the five lords" (6:18), would 

add, after nrvT nwnm, o*n»i>D nnr 

2G 

but has not been followed in this suggestion. 

Thenius, while recognizing the plus in LXX 5:3 (see below) 

as a misplaced addition from 5:6, accepts LXX 5:6 as original, 

21 

but would make no change in MT 5:9 or 6:4. Wellhausen 
did not depart from MT for any of these verses under question, 
but suggested that the mice were simply symbols of the pest¬ 
ilence and the misunderstanding of this symbolism led to 

22 

the confusion in the text. Smith criticized this line of 
argumentation, however. "There seems to be no Hebrew analogy 
to strengthen this supposition, and it seems pretty certain 

that if the earliest author of this account had known of the 

23 

assumed symbolism he would have indicated it in some way." - 
Smith himself would eliminate all the references to mice, 


19 The plus is present, however, in mss ANcdehpqt 
v x z <236> 

20 Houbigant, p. 292. He would also add, in 5:6, the LXX 
plus describing the presence of mice: "Nam credi vix 
potest, sacrum scriptorem qui non tacuit de ano Philis- 
torum vulnerato, de muribus quos terra ebulliebat tac- 
uisse" (p. 291) . 

21 Thenius 2 , pp. 22-25. 

22 Wellhausen here cites Hitzig, Urgeschichte der Philister , 

p. 201. 

23 Smith, p. 43. 
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24 

wherever they occur in these two chapters, and takes 
Budde to task for admitting the mice in 6:1 but eliminating 
them in 6:4. Budde based his decision on the hypothesis of 
two sources, one which held the tumors and the other the 
mice, as the guilt offering. J 

Schulz concluded that originally there was one 
plague (the tumors) and one offering (the golden mice). At 
a later time, when the relation between the mice and the 
plague was misunderstood, the "tumor offering" was intro¬ 
duced into the text. Then, since the golden mice were no 
longer directly connected to the tumor plague, a "mouse 
plague" was introduced to correspond to the tumors. 

McCarter, rejecting Wellhausen*s solution of 

considering the golden mice as symbols of the plague, accepts 

27 

the LXX reference to the plague of mice in 5:6 as original, 
and rejects the five golden mice of 6:4 on the grounds that 
they contradict v.18. In the modern translations we find 
a variety of options. NEB and NAB include the plus of 5:6 
but otherwise follow MT. BJ 1 reads as MT except for 6:4, 
where it translated, "cinq tumeurs d r or et des images de 

D 

vos rats" (following LXX more or less for vv.4-5 but 
changing the order of the sentences). RSV, Dhorme (1956), 
Osty, BJ^, TOB and Eii follow MT. 


24 Smith concluded that "the mice, wherever they appear, 
are the result of late redactional insertion" (p. 41), 
but is precisely the fact that they appear to be con¬ 
tradictory to the rest of the narrative that argues 
against their later insertion. 

25 Budde, KHAT, p.. 40. 

26 Schulz, p. 100. This opinion is followed by the most 
recent studies on the question. F. Schicklberger, Die 
Ladeerzahlung des Ersten Samuel-Buches (Wurzburg, 1973) , 
p”! 11$; J.B. Geyer, "Mice and Rites in 1 Samuel v-vi," 
VT 31 (1981), pp. 293-304. 

27 McCarter, p. 119. He rejects, however, the mention of 
the mice in 6:1. 

28 McCarter, p. 129. 
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As more than one author has complained, it is 
probably impossible to unravel the textual problems surround- 

2Q 

the tumors and mice in these two chapters. All the authors 
referred to above have, in one way or another, alluded to the 
fact that the difficulties and variations in the texts lay 
already in the literary history of these passages, and the 
textual problems encountered in the various witnesses seem 
to be, at least partially, a reflection of this confusion. 

D 

We have three basic witnesses at our disposal, MT, LXX 
An t 

and LXX , and we must see how each treats the tumors and 
mice before attempting to determine the genuineness of the 
five golden mice of 6:4: 


5:3 MT: naix i viat mm mnno omnwx inomi 

impnt> inx iiAT-nx inpm mm inK 


LXX: xai ajp0pioav oi A£ujtioi xai eionX0ov ei? oixov AaYajv 

(+ xn eitaupiov-Ant), xai eibov xai i6ou AaYajv iteit- 
xajxajq eici icpooajicov auxou ( + eiti xnv Yn v “Ant) evojmov 
xipajxou tou 0eou* xai nTeipav tov AaYajv Mat xaxeaxn- 
oav ei? xov xoitov auxou. xai epapuv0n Kupiou 

eici xouq A£ajxiouq xai epaoavioev auxou?, holi eita- 
xa£ev auxou? eiq xaq ebpaq auxajv, xriv A£ojxov holi xa 
opia auxn? ( holi e£apuv0n .. .auxn? >Ant). 

5:6 MT: onx r> i onmi QMnwKn-!)K m^-r mom 

m^mA-nxi ineiK-nK 

holi e(3apuv0n xeip Kupiou eici A£ojxov xai Enr\yaye\) 
auxoi?, xai e£e£eoev auxoiq eiq xaq vauq, xai peoov 
xn? X^P<*? auxn? aveqpunoav puss' xai SYevexo ouyxuois 
0avaxov peYaXn ev xn icoXei. 

LXX^ n ^: xai e(3apuv0n n X^^p Kupiou em A£ojxov xai e3aoavi£ev 

xouq A£ojxiou? xai eitaxaCev auxou? ei? xaq e6pa? 
auxajv, xnv A£ojxov xai xo opiov auxn?. xai eitnYaYev 
auxois pua?, xai e£e|3paaav eis xas vaus auxajv, xai 
ei? peoov xr)9 X w P a ? auxajv aveqjunoav pue?. xai eyev- 
exo ouyx uol< 5 0avaxou peyaXn ev xn icoXei. 


LXX B : 


5:9 MT: xxn ntnm nmnn myn mnj-r >nm inx mon mnx *mi 
o*t>oy ont> nn 0 n ^im-xyi iopn myn *mx-nx v i 


29 Cf. Schicklberger, Die Ladeerzahlung, p. 112; McCarter, 
P. 119. 
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g 

LXX : xai £7£vr)0n U£xa to uexeX0eiv auxnv xai 7 ivexai xe^P 

Kupiou Try itoXei, xapaxoq ue^aQ ocpobpa" xai enaxa£ev 
xouq avbpaq xns noXeujq aito pixpou eujq yi£ 7 aXou, xai 
Gitaxa^ev auxouq eiq xaq e6paq auxcov. xai exoincJav 
eauxoiQ oi TeQQaioi e6paq. 

Ant/ 

LXX : xai £ 7 evexo ev xu) pexeXOeiv xr|v xiftooxov itpoq xouq 
r£00aiouq, xai 7 iv£xai xet-P Kupioq £v xn itoXei ev 
icXriQn U£ 7 aXr) o<po6pa xai eitaxaCev xouq avdpaq xns 
noXeoos auo pixpou ewq peyaXou eis xaq e6pas. xai 
Eitoinoav oi T£00aioi ebpaq xpuoaq, xai e£e(5paoav 
ev auxoiq pue<;. 


6:1 MT: o*enn nyaw me: mn>-inK 

D 

LXX : xai r\\> n xipajxoq £v a 7 pu) xojv aXXo<puXu)v eitxa 

xai e£e£eoev n YH auxuv puaq. 

An t 

LXX : xai r\v n xipajxoq xou 0£ou ev xoj a 7 pa) Tiov aXXo<puXajv 
£Tixa. xai e£e3paoev r\ 7n auxwv puaq. 

6:4 (see above) 

6:5 MT: V^nh-iin omnwnn omtsyi 

oo*i>yn \T>-nn *>!? i k xioo onim 

oox-ik oo*nt>N t>ym 

LXX: xai huq XPuoouq (B; xai nevxe puaq xP uaou S xoinoa'ce- 

Ant) opoiajpa xojv yiua>v upcov xojv 6iacp0eipovxwv xnv ynv. 
xai 6a)0£X£ xu> Kupia) ( + 0ea) Iopar|X-Ant) 6o£av, oita)Q 
xoutpian xr)v xei-pa auxou acp*upa)v xai ano xwv 0eu)v upcov 
xai auo xn? yns upwv. 

6:18 MT: nnm 

g 

LXX : xai pus oi xpuooi 

Ant” 

LXX : xai pues xpuaoi 


From these texts indicated above, we may note the 
following, leaving aside minor variants among them. 

1. The plus in LXX 5:3, a considerable part of which 
is identical to 5:6, is absent in Greek only from Ant, but 
the vocabulary used there bears a closer resemblance to Ant*s 
translation of 5:6 (epaoavioev; xrjv A£a)tov xai xa opia 
auxnO than to that of cod B for 5:6. In Ant 5:6 eftaoavioev 
appears to be Ant*s translation for onep i. This Greek verb 
is used elsewhere only in Wis, 2 Macc, 4 Macc, and at 
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Sir 4:17. In none of these places does it have a Hebrew 

base 

2. In 5:6, the plus in LXX, which describes the 

overrunning of the countryside with mice, as well as the 
"confusion of death" in the city (cf. 5:11 MT), is nearly 
identical in cod B and Ant, whereas in the first part of the 
verse, which is shared with MT, Ant seems to have tried to 
reconcile the Greek text with MT, giving first a literal 
translation, then the text of cod B with minor variations 
(adds puaq; reads e£e(3paoev for e£e£eoev; modifies auxoiq to 
auTwv). Note that, while the plus of v.3 (in cod B came 
from v.6 and the plus at the end of v.6 came from v-11, the 
additional plus in v.6 LXX, Mai peaov auxns ave- 

(purioav puss, is the only part of this verse which does not 
correspond to a Hebrew text from somewhere in the surrounding 
verses. 

3. For MT 5:9 ont> nncn, LXX seems to have 

guessed at this hapax verb with its translation of enaxa£ev 
(it has, in fact, simply reproduced a clause from 5:6). Per¬ 
haps equally puzzled by the hapax , Ant here has dropped 

nnb \ ine/n , but maintained OG's eiq xa.q ebpaq . Note that 
nnmn here is rendered as xapaxoq in cod B and ev tcXhtH in 
Ant, whereas both versions have ouyxuoiq in 5:11. The Greek 
text of 5:9 contains a plus, "And the Gathites made tumors 
for themselves," to which Ant adds "golden" tumors plus "and 
the mice pullulated among them," again using its preferred 
verb ex(3pa£a) (cf. 5:6; 6:1). 

4. In 6:1, LXX has translated according to MT, but 
then contains, in all Greek texts, the plus which says that 

"the land broke out with mice". The plus is absent from 
a 31 

4QSam . Note that ex(3pa£u) in Ant corresponds to ex£ea) in 


30 Baaavi£eiv appears elsewhere in Theodotion at 1 Sam 

15:33, where LXX reads eo<pa£ev for MT qotOM. Symmachus 
used Paaavio0noeTQ£i for in Prv 10:8 (Field, II, 

p. 329). 

31 McCarter, p. 128. 
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cod B here just as in 5:6. In 5:6, the verb corresponds to 
-pi and refers to the outbreak of tumors. 

5. In 6:4, as noted above, LXX and 4QSam a stand 
together in omitting ant *>‘iaay numni. J Ant however has 
added noinoate before the five golden tumors and then opouupa 
tojv ebpajv upaiv. In 6:5, it reads nevxe puaq xpuoouq Ttoinaaxe 
opouDpa xwv pucov, in an apparent effort, in these two verses, 
to harmonize the MT reading with what it found in OG. Note 
that cod B for 6:5 reads non. puq xpuoouq opoiwpa xwv puwv 
upoov, perhaps purposely leaving vague the number of mice in 
the light of 6:18. Note further that for 6:5a, 4QSam a seems 
to agree with MT for omujn, but is without the 

personal suffix (against MT and LXX) in the second member 
here: onaay 

Is it possible, amid the confusion of the texts 
here, to speak of a "net result" of these variants? From 
the five observations above, it is clear that the majority 
of pluses in the Greek texts correspond to material found in 
MT, although sometimes it appears in a different place in 
the Greek. This is perhaps not sufficiently emphasized by 
those who suggest a separate tradition to account for the 
pluses in Greek. If these pluses are eliminated, the only 
genuine pluses of cod B concern the onslaught of mice at 
5:6 and 6:1 (to this Ant has added another mention of mice 
at 5:9). It is highly significant that the preponderance 
of Greek verbs employed in these pluses has no Hebrew 
correspondance elsewhere, and a Hebrew Vorlage is, therefore, 


32 Ex£eo) "to boil over, break out", has noi at its base 
only in 1 Sam 5:6. Exppa^co, "to cast ashore; to throw 
off humors; pullulate", is used once to translate ma 
hiphil (Neh 13:28), and appears elsewhere only at 2 Macc 
1:12; 5:8 [A] . 

33 Josephus, however, seems to have known of the five 
golden mice here: "aXXa nevxe pev av6plavxaq...xpuoouq .. . 
xoaouxouq 6e xov apiOpov puaq apuaous..." Ant . VI,10 

34 McCarter, p. 129. 
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suspect. The agreement between MT and 4QSam a at 6:1 favors 
the same conclusion. The only minus registered in the Greek 
texts in these two chapters is the absence of the five golden 
mice at 6:4, although in 6:5 the Greek retained the golden 
mice, and Ant even added the number five. Thus the pluses 
and minuses of the Greek, vis-Si-vis MT, concern precisely 
that material which in MT seems to be vague or confused, 
namely the abrupt mention of the golden mouse images in 6:4 
which occurs without the previous mention of a mouse plague, 
and the fact that there were five golden mice, which seems 
to contradict 6:18. It would seem, therefore, that the 
variations in the Greek text have as their express purpose 
the "correction” of these two difficulties. This would seem 
to indicate that the modifications were made with precisely 
the MT form of the text in mind. Ant then they seem to have 
extended the work of harmonization begun in OG but, at the 
same time, tried to bring its text closer to MT. If the 
agreement between MT and 4QSam a at 6:1.5 points to the OG 
itself as the level at which most of the modifications were 
made, the absence of the five golden mice in 6:4 in 4QSam a 
may indicate that a Hebrew form of this text also existed 
which attempted at least to eliminate the contradiction 
between 6:4 and 6:18. At any rate, the bumpier, seemingly 
less coordinated text of MT would appear to be another point 
in favor of its originality. It is hardly likely that a 
contradiction would have been added to the text. 

This explanation does not, of course, clarify the 
significance of the golden mice or tumors, but it shows 
that, at least to a certain extent, the variations in Greek 
are explicable through editorial activity on the part of 
the Greek translator. The omission of the small phrase in 
6:4 LXX which speaks of the five golden mice may have been 
a simple oversight in LXX due to homeoteleuton, but the fact 
that it coincidentally facilitates the text makes it highly 
suspect. The evidence of a rather intense amount of liter¬ 
ary activity on the part of the Greek translators, shown by 
the pluses in 5:3.6 and 6:1, plus the modifications at 5:9; 
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6:5.18, makes it even more plausible to conclude that the 
text was modified at 6:4 as well. 

For this case, therefore, we accept the longer MT 
form of 6:4 as the more original, with its mention of the 
five golden mice, and LXX's shorter text as evidence of 
later editorial activity designed to remove the contradiction 
with MT’s more primitive text included. 

1 Sam 19:15 

MT: _ton!? *m-nN nixi!? ooN^nn-nn *?)rv 

g 

LXX : xai axooxeXXei eitu tov Aauei6 \eyuv... 

An t 

LXX : xau axeaxeiXev EaouX ayyeXovq l6elv tov Aauei6 
Xeycov... 

In 1 Sam 19:15a, Saul sends out messengers a third 
time to David, to bring him to be killed. The text of cod B 
is slightly shorter than MT and Ant since it does not con¬ 
tain o*ONi?»n-nN in*®. Vg, Tg and Syr here all follow 

MT. The fragmentary text of 4QSam t> contains only mx!? *n [ 
but considering the spacing in the manuscript, Cross 
maintains that mNni? o , ONi?nn-nN was necessarily present in 
this Qumran text. 

q £ 

Many commentators take no note of this variant, 
but of those who do, Nowack and Smith alone maintain a MT 
corruption here, suggesting that an original vn ms!? 
be read. Smith justified his reading noting that "if the 
messengers had once seen David..., it was superfluous to 

o Q 

send them to see him again." 3 It should be noted, however, 
that the text of vv.11-14 does not say that the messengers 
ever actually saw David. In fact, to the contrary, they are 
sent in v.11 "to watch him", nn©!?, but since he escapes 


35 Cross, "The Oldest Manuscripts at Qumran," JBL 74 (1955), 
p. 167. 

36 Keil, Erdmann, Hummelauer, Graetz, Thenius, Wellhausen 
Klostermann, Driver, Peters, Schulz, Ehrlich, Kittel. 

37 Nowack, p. 100; Smith, p. 180. 

38 Smith, p. 180. 
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from the window in v.12, they could not have seen him. When 

OQ 

they are sent a second time, in v.14, and Michal J tells them, 
"He is sick", the impression given is that they do not get to 
see him this time either. There seems to be a definite pro¬ 
gression in the narrative which expresses Saul f s growing 
exasperation, either at the ineptitude of the messengers or 
at David’s wiliness. In v.11 he tells them "to watch him and 
kill him in the morning"; in v.14 he tells them "to take him"; 
and finally the exasperated Saul tells them in v.15 "to see 
him" and to bring David so that he himself can kill him. 

Thus, the niKil? of v.15 is far from superfluous, but rather 
necessary to the drama of the story. 

Dhorme suggested a haplography in the LXX text which 
would have transformed vn-nN into but this, 

besides being unnecessarily complicated ("Le l de consi¬ 

der^ comme 1 et le double nK qui suit tombant par suite du 
passage du ib a in."), does not account for the absence of 

■D 

the messengers from LXX . A much simpler and more convincing 

explanation is the loss of m K~\b D'ON^nn-nN due to homeo- 

41 

arcton from o** to 11 i-nn . It would seem, therefore, 

that the haplography took place already in the Vorlage of 
LXX, as the Greek form of the text does not lend itself to 
such an explanation. 

Confirmation of the original presence of the mes¬ 
sengers in this verse is found in in v.15b (aYaYexe in 

LXX). The plural form here ensures that mention of the 
messengers must have been made earlier on i.n the verse. 

LXX here, therefore, contains an apparently ac¬ 
cidental omission due to homeoarcton, while MT witnesses to 
the more original form of the verse. 


39 Reading ioniii with MT and Ant, and not \£youoiv (B rell). 

40 Dhorme, p. 174. 

41 Cross; McCarter; Barthelemy, " La qualite ...," p. 7. 
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1 Sam 20:34 


MT: >:nyn tyxnn-oi *0 toa-Ntn qK-^^nn mi>wn oyn *imim up‘>'\ 

i*on inton *»0 *ti*t-^k >0 on!? 

g 

LXX : nai avenri^noev Ia>va0av aico xq? xpaneCn? ev opYH 6upou, 

nai ouk ecpayev ev xq beuxepa xou pri^o? apxov, oxi 
auvexeXeaev eic’auxov o Tcaxqp otuxou. 

LXX^ nt : non aveicr|6naev Ia)va0av ano xqs xpaite£r|9 ev opYH Oupou, 
xai ouk e(pa 7 ev apxov £v xr| beuxepa qpepa tou pqvoq, 
oxi £0paua0r| eici xov AaueLb, oxi e|3ouXeuaaxo o icaxriP 
auxou auvexeXeaaL auxov. 

The plus here, absent only from cod B, tells of 

Jonathan's grieving for David after Saul has resolved that he 

should die. Cod B, which does not contain 3*30 *>0, 

reads simply oxi auvexeXeaev erc’auxov o iraxnp auxou, which 

has led to the suggestion that inton be amended to nto 

i*to, and that David be the object of Saul's resolve here. 

Others have suggested omitting the plus, along with cod B, 

, in 

but retaining inton as in MT. J Thus, there are two questions 
here: is the longer MT or the shorter cod B text more 
original, and to whom does the waw of inton refer? 

Concerning the first question, it must be noted 
that the shorter text is witnessed to in cod B alone. Oxl 
e0paua0n em xov Aaueib, as in MT, is found in every other 
Greek ms. That it is necessary to the meaning, and not 
simply an addition, seems clear from the fact that, in LXX's 
understanding, the final clause of the verse, oxl auvexeXeaev 
eic’auxov o icaxqp auxou, can refer only to David. It is no¬ 
where question, even in the midst of the insults showered 
upon Jonathan by Saul, that Saul intends to do away with his 
son and therefore, the Greek text requires the presence of 

Ill! 

this clause missing from cod B. That it fell out of cod B 
by accident through homeoarcton at 10 , oxi, is highly pro¬ 
bable . 

42 Thenius, Wellhausen, Dhorme, Graetz. 

43 Smith, Budde, Peters, Hertzberg (who calls the plus a 
marginal note), McCarter, BJ 1 . 

44 Ant seems to have tried to attenuate OG by introducing 
ejlouXeuaaxo into the clause. 
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Whether LXX has correctly understood the Hebrew 
text here brings us to the second question. EuvexeXeaev 
can in no way be a translation of mion, which has led a 
number of commentators to correct to nio. No one ex¬ 

plains, however, how such a corruption might have taken 
place, and LXX here appears to have misread or misunderstood 
the verb, perhaps under the influence of nio in vv.7,9 and 
especially 33 in the same chapter, where it has translated 
ouvxeXeiv in all three places. If the true meaning of 
inton, "revile” or "humiliate”, is restored here, with MT, 
it seems that one must either eliminate the preceding clause, 
as did cod B, or else twist the thrust of the story by having 
Saul humiliate David here. Another explanation is possible, 
however, for if in!?on refers to Jonathan, then the meaning 
of MT seems to be that Jonathan grieved for David precisely 
because Saul had humiliated Jonathan. If Saul had gone so 
far as he did in v.30 to revile the memory of Jonathan's 
mother, this showed how deeply angered he was, and how re¬ 
solved he was to do away with David. It was this resolve 
which manifested itself in the strong words against his own 
son that caused Jonathan to understand the depth of Saul's 
anger and, therefore, to grieve for David. LXX's trans¬ 
lation showed that it misunderstood this reaction on Jona¬ 
than's part, and therefore missed the import of the verb 
infon. MT's longer text here makes perfect sense while cod B 
witnesses to a text that has been damaged by haplography as 
well as having misunderstood the sense of the narrative. 

1 Sam 23:11 f . 

MT: nin> iioy yrn nwo bwv rv>n ir>n n^yp ^AiAorn 11 

in man 12 “?v mn* nntoi iTAyt> na-iap 
*mA0* mm ntnyp *nA0>n 

B 11 

LXX : ei aitoxXeiaQrioeTai; nai vuv ei xaTapnoexai laouX 

KaOajq qxouaev o 6ouXoq aqu; Kupie o 0eoq IapaqX, 
onta'Y'Ye iXov to) 6ouXu) aou. ‘ 2 Kai euiev Kupioq onro- 
KXeiaQnoexai. 
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LXX^ n : ei ontonXelaOnoexai; nai vuv ei EaouX 

xa0*u)q r\y<ovo£\) o 6ouXoq oou; Kupie o 0eoq Iapar|X, 
aicaYYeiXov to) 6ouXoj oou. xou encev Kupioq AitoHXeio- 
©n^eTai. 1 2 xai entev Aauei6 El Ttapabujaouoi v ol onto 
rqq KeeiXa epe xai xouq av6paq pou etq laouX; 

wat entev Kupioq riapa6u)aouoiv. 

In these verses describing the questions which 
David put to the Lord through the ephod , concerning his 
safety at Keilah from the hand of Saul, many commentators 
find reasons to believe that both MT and LXX have suffered 
textual corruption. 

The opening MT phrase in v.11, nt>*>yp ’t>yo *:nxo*n 
imo, which appears to be an anticipation of MT v.12a, is 
absent from LXX. In its place is a simple question ei aito- 
KXeLO0noeTai, followed by nai vuv, which introduces the fol¬ 
lowing sentence. Also missing from LXX (cod B) are the final 
words of v.11 and almost all of v.12, from mm mm i to 
mm mm i. The text of Ant has maintained OG in its en¬ 
tirety for v.11 but also contains a literal translation for 
MT v.12. 


Thenius attempted to salvage MT v.lla by attaching 

it to the end of v.10 so as to read nt^yp *>^yo mmon mayo 
45 

imo, but this was rejected by Wellhausen on the grounds 

that "the Arabic construction for Hebrew is totally unprov- 
46 

able." Wellhausen himself maintained that nn. .. 
at the beginning of v.11 was accidentally misplaced from v.12. 
As for the Greek text, it suffered an accident through which 
the whole of v.12 was lost except for the final word, after 
which ei aTtonXeia0naexai was inserted in its present position 

in an attempt to repair the damage. As a result it should 
47 

be eliminated. ' While all commentators are in agreement 
that LXX vv.1 lb-12 fell out through homeoarcton at mm mm i , 

45 Thenius 1 , p. 99- 

46 Wellhausen, p. 128 note. 

47 Wellhausen, p. 128, followed by Smith, Peters, Nowack, 
Dhorme, McCarter, Dhorme (1956), Osty, BJ. 
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not all have accepted Wellhausen’s explanation for MT v.lla. 
Budde attributed the repetition to the convergence of two 

lift 

sources here, but because of the fact that the question is 
repeated in exactly the same terms in v.12, it would seem 
difficult to speak definitely of a different source here. 
Cross has pointed out that, because of space considerations, 
the clause must have been absent from 4QSam b although the 
fragment shows that there was space enough for nnyi, cor- 

li Q 

responding to LXX koli vuv. 7 

Wellhausen's appeal to dittography seems difficult 
to sustain here, however, for two reasons: the supposed 
dittograph of v.lla anticipates the clause in v.12, and 
further, the two clauses differ sufficiently so as to rule 
out accidental copying: 

nn nt^yp ^yn *> a *i ao ■> n 11 
tnNW-vo ’vyjN-riNi *>nN nt^yp ^yn i^AO^n 12 
If one admits an accidental repetition here, with Wellhausen, 
one must at the same time credit the "distracted" scribe 
with supplying the correct personal pronouns in v.lla for the 
phrase that he supposedly anticipated. 

That the MT form of v.11 with its anticipated 
question has posed problems already early on may be seen in 
the early versions. Vg, for example, though it follows MT, 
tried to smooth out the difficulty by joining the two 
questions of v.11: " Si tradent me viri Ceila in manus eius 
et si descendit Saul ...". Syr, on the other hand, omits 
David 1 s question about Saul f s descent: "Will the leaders of 
the city hand me over, and the men who are with me, to the 
hand of Saul? And the Lord said, 'They will hand you over. 
Rise and flee from the town 1 ."-' The Babylonian Talmud saw 

in David's question a lack of proper form which necessitated 

S1 

the repetition of his first question. 

48 Budde, KHAT, p. 157. 

49 Cross, "The Oldest Manuscripts...," p. 170. 

50 The final clause of Syr, sm pwq mn qryt' , seems to have 
been inspired by the beginning of v.13. 

51 "One should not put two questions at the same time; if 
one has done so only one [question] is answered." Yoma 
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These early versions and interpretations, while not 
useful for correcting the text, may nonetheless suggest how 
MT is to be understood. Within the context of the narrative, 
David*s initial question is not as out of place as it might 
appear. In 23:4 f. we are told that David, acting upon the 
Lord ! s instructions, went down and delivered the town of 
Keilah from the Philistines. According to vv.llap and 12, 
he asks two questions for which he receives answers through 
the ephod . The anticipation of the question concerning the 
burghers of Keilah in v.llaa, whether or not they will hand 
him over, however, shows his real concern, and David, in his 

agitated state, blurts it out before formally putting the 

52 

questions to the oracle for the Lord*s response. A further 
sign of this is that this first question in MT is not fol¬ 
lowed by an invocation to the Lord. When he asks in v.llb if 
Saul will come down, it is followed by, "0 Lord God of Israel, 
I beseech you, tell your servant.** 

Returning to the LXX form of v.11, we see that the 
initial ei aitonXeioOrioeTai is not an exact translation of 
*a*iAO’n, and may show an attempt on the part of LXX or its 
Vorlage to adjust what it perhaps considered an erroneous 
beginning to v.11. Wellhausen eliminated the two words as 
a later insertion and was followed by a number of exegetes 
and modern translations. Stoebe attributes it to a different 
recension which LXX followed. He objects to Wellhausen*s 
proposal on the grounds that ”an addition which obscures a 
clear text is difficult to imagine.As Klostermann 
pointed out, the Greek ei aitoxXei a0r|O£Tcu is a reference to 

ell 

the city , mentioned in v.10. Thus, in LXX, instead of 
asking whether the burghers will hand him over, as he does 
in MT, David asks if the city of Keilah will be closed off. 


73ab (trans. L. Jung) in The Babylonian Talmud . Mo*ed III, 
edited by I. Epstein (London, 1938), p. 351. 

52 Cf. Clair, La Sainte Bible avec Commentaires (Paris, 

1884), cited by Hummelauer, p. 215. 

53 Stoebe, p. 419. 

54 Klostermann, p. 101. 
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There is no trace of such a question in MT, but the solution 
to the difference may be found in the verb *iao and in the 
way LXX has handled it. 

Ordinarily, in Hebrew, "iao in niphal means "to be 

shut up, to be closed" (cf. 1 Sam 23:7). In hiphil, it 

usually means "to deliver up" (e.g. 1 Sam 23:20; 30:15). It 

can, however, also mean "to shut up" in hiphil, although this 

is a later meaning, and found chiefly in Lev 13. The LXX 

has used a rather large variety of verbs to translate iao. 

For its use in qal, meaning "to shut up", xXeieiv (twelve 

times) and its compounds, aicoxAeieiv (twelve times), ouy- 

xleieiv eleven times), and ouvoncoxXeieiv (twice) are the most 
56 

common. For “iao niphal, "to be shut up", xXeieiv (thrice), 
auoxXeieiv (once only, at 1 Sam 23:7), eynXeteiv and au?- 
xXeietv (once each), and acpopt£eiv (twice) are used. For 
Ao hiphil, "to deliver up", itapa6i6ovoa (five times plus 
twice in Sir), e^atpeiv (once), but also xXeieiv (once), 
oncoxXexetv (once), ou'yxXeteiv (seven times), and a<popi£eiv 
(eleven times, all in Lev 13 f.), are used. 

That ao , hiphil, can mean "to shut in" may be 
seen from Lev 13 f., but even when its meaning is clearly 

"to deliver up", LXX has frequently translated by xXeieiv 

57 

or one of its compounds. 1 On the other hand, LXX has cor¬ 
rectly translated *iao hiphil by icapabtbovat sufficiently 

58 

often enough to indicate that it was aware of this meaning. 

In 1 Sam 23:7, jsut a few verses before our text, 

MT ^aoA is rendered as ontoxXeloQnoexat. If ^AiAO^n of 23:11 
posed a problem for LXX or its Vorlage , because of the seem¬ 
ing inconvenience in repeating the question, it would not 


55 Cf. BDB £. ao . 

56 In addition to these, avaitXnpouv, xaxaXap|3aveiv, xaxeiXeiv 
and Kunxeiv are each used once. 

57 Cf. xXeieiv (1 Sam 23:20); ou^xleieiv (Jos 20:5; Am 1:6.9; 
Pss 31:8; 78:50.62 ). 

58 1 Sam 30:15; Dt 23:16; 32:30; Job 16:11; Ps 78:48. 
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have been difficult to read it as a niphal, make the question 
refer to the city which had just been mentioned, and drop 
the rest of the clause since it appeared again in the follow¬ 
ing verse. If one admits, then, that some editorial activ¬ 
ity has taken place at the beginning of v.11, it is possible 
at the same time to see the non. vuv as a further "correction” 
in order to introduce the following question. * Cross has 
shown that in the 4QSam b fragment containing 23:11 f. there 
is not enough room for the text of MT v.lla but nnyi would 
be able to fit nicely.^ 0 It is possible, therefore, that 
this variant text was already present in LXX*s Vorlage . 

Cross follows Wellhausen in rejecting the initial ei ano- 
xXeiaQnoeTai, and he points out that with nnyi "the line 
count in 67 characters, only slightly under the general mean 
for all the fragments (71/72)."^ It may observed, however, 
that this general mean would still allow room for a form such 
as n a orin which would account for arcoxXeioOnoeTa l . 

Since the verb aiLOH\eioQr\aexoLi is repeated in what 
appears to be the end of v.12 in LXX, it may be asked to 
what extent the two are related. In comparison with MT, 

LXX vv.11 f. are greatly truncated and virtually all com¬ 
mentators have seen an accident due to homeoarcton in LXX 
here, as mentioned above. Wellhausen*s theory that ei auo- 
HXeioQnoeTai in v.lla was an insertion from v.12 does not 
account for why it was translated that way in v.12, where 
one would expect the icapabajaouoiv that Ant provides. That 

Cf. Schulz I, p. 340. 

Cross, "The Oldest Manuscripts_," p. 170. 

Cross, "The Oldest Manuscripts...," p. 170. 

V.12 in its entirety is present in mss A N b c e g j(mg) 
m(mg) o w x z Cp ep. The only notable variant among is 
found in N, which reads ou'yKXeioouoiv for itapa6u)Couotv 
both times. 


59 

60 
61 
62 
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Ant reproduces the text of cod B v.11 in its entirety 
with no changes before adding its own translation of v.12^3 
shows that cod B is the older form of the Greek here. For 
the aitonXeiaOrjoeTai which ends LXX v.12, it is not an exact 
translation of the plural nno>, and appears to have been 
influenced by the ontonXelaOnoexai which lies at the beginning 
of LXX v.11 both by the fact that it is in the singular and 
that it betrays LXX’s apparent understanding of i-pao* as 
niphal here, or at least with the meaning "to be shut up" 
and as referring to the city. 

A. Kamphausen has pointed out another possibility 

64 

for the original form of vv.11 f. David knew already in 
v.9 that Saul was plotting evil against him, and so he had 
no need to ask of the oracle if Saul was coming down to 
Keilah. What he did not know, however, was how the people 
of Keilah would react. Kamphausen’s suggestion is that the 
first four words of v.11 and the last three of v.12 consti¬ 
tuted the original narrative.^ Whether or not the question 
concerning Saul’s coming down is a later insertion or not, 
the fact that both MT and 4QSam b contain the longer form, 
as well as the fact that LXX contains at least a tattered 
remnant of this form, indicates that if a shorter form had 
existed, it must be at least prior to MT's and LXX 1 a common 
ancestor. 

Tg may have wished to show that it saw something 
slightly irregular about the oracle here, reflected in its 


63 At least according to ms o, which Lagarde appears to have 
followed here for his text. In place of the erroneous 
aitonXeiaOnoexai as the response to David’s question about 
Saul, b’Mtxt) have HaiaPnoetaL ho ti elite Kupioq; Mmg) 
xaTo^noeTai ; e 2 nai elite Kupioq xaTajBnae'rai. 

64 A. Kamphausen, "Philister und Hebraer zur Zeit Davids," 
ZAW 6 (1886), p. 80, note 1, followed by Schulz. 

65 Klostermann (p. 102) maintained essentially the same pos¬ 
ition, although he considered vv.10-11 to be an "auf- 
putzende Verbreiterung" to the original story which 
passed directly from v.9 to v.12. 
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use of the verb nno, "to think, plan”, in the questions 
asked by David. He asks, ”Is Saul planning to come down? 

(iMNiy nnnt> voon); ”Are the men of Keilah planning to hand 
me over? V>v>non). Perhaps the fact that Saul did 

not actually come down after all, nor did the men of Keilah 
hand David over, even though the oracle of the Lord had 
responded affirmatively to both questions, inspired the 
Targum to soften the questions so as not to make it seem as 
if the oracle of the Lord had made a mistake here. 

For these two verses, a comparison of MT and LXX 
has shown that LXX's Vorlage has apparently suffered an 
accident through homeoarcton, while LXX itself misinterpreted 
David’s question in v.lla. MT, on the other hand, seems to 
witness to the most original form of the text. 

1 Sam 25:13a 

MT: V^n-nN w’n n>nn nin-nx un# n^n *m 

*m *>*inN i*> i mn-nx tit-da *nivn 

B 

LXX : Hen encev Aaueib xoiq avbpaaiv auxou ZajoaoQe ewaaxoq 

xqv popcpaiav auxou' Mai aveftqoav otiloo) Aaueib... 

LXX Ant : wai euev Aaueib xoiq avbpaaiv auxou Za)oaa0e exaaxoq 
xqv paxaipav auxou* hcli icepie£a)aavxo xaq paxaipaq 
auxajv. xai Aaueib nat auxoq e£ajoaxo xqv paxaipav 
auxou. xai avepnaa^ oiciaa) Aaueib... 

In 1 Sam 25:13, where David, angered by Nabal’s 
shabby treatment of his men, orders them to prepare for bat¬ 
tle against Nabal, the MT contains a plus which is not found 
in cod B, ^ which says that the men put on their swords and 
that David put his sword on as well. Of all the commentators, 
Schulz alone suggested that the plus in MT is not original. 

Quoting Grimm’s opinion that ”Leistet der Satz an epischer 

67 

Breite etwas zu viel,” ' he concluded that the plus is an 

6 8 

addition to the text. NEB and Eli accept only half of the 


66 The plus is absent as well from mss adhijlnpqt 
V y* a 2 b 2 . 

67 Grimm, BZ (1904), p. 43. 

68 Schulz I, p. 359. 
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plus: "He said to his men, * Buckle on your swords, all 
of you. 1 So they buckled on their swords and followed 
David....All other commentators who take note of the 
'minus' explain the absence in cod B through a haplography 
because of homeoteleuton, from the first imn-nN to the 
third.^ The longer text seems more satisfying not only 
from the point of view of the logic of the narrative, but 
also from that of the grammar of the verse, as in v.13b 

thus has a more specific antecedent. 

It is instructive to note the form of this 
verse as found in cod A as well. While it contains the plus, 
a comparison of the three major Greek text forms shows: 


cod B 


cod A 


b 0 S.2—2 


popcpouav 


a>q 

oi 

Viexa 


pop<paiav 

+ xai xepie£a>aavTO 
avrjp thv paxaipav 
auTou xai icepie£co- 
aaTO xai Aaueib 
xnv paxaipav auTou 

0)Q 

oi 

\1EXCL 


paxaipav 

+ xai uepie£a)oavTO xaq 
paxaipaq auxwv xai 
Aaueib xai auxoq 
eCwoaTO xnv paxaipav 
auxou 

omit 

omit 

eici 


The absence of this plus from cod B, plus the X 
accompanying it in ms c 2 indicate that it was genuinely ab¬ 
sent from the original OG. In addition, the following 
characteristics within the Greek of the plus section are 
significant: 

1. wm, in the sense of "each", appears twice in 
MT. For the first, which is contained in B, all Greek mss 
share exaaxoq. For the second, where B is lacking, all have 
avrip except b o c 2 e 2 which do not translate it at all. 


69 The mss e g alone contain this reading. 

70 Thenius, Budde, Dhorme, Stoebe, McCarter, Barth€lemy. 
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2. For “r 1 1 da, b o c 2 e 2 again distinguish them¬ 
selves, this time with ms z, from the others. The Ant mss 

71 

have Aotuet6 xat auxoq while the rest read hom, Aauet6. 

3. The group b o c 2 e 2 again stands apart in trans¬ 
lating nAn*i as e£u)Oon:o, while z* reads e^aioavxo and the 

rest Tiepte^woaxo (N*-xepte£a)oavTo). 

4. For the translation of mn, where cod B is 

present, all have pop(pouav except b o z c 2 e 2 paxatpav. But 

where cod B is absent, all who contain the plus read paxatpav 
72 

both times. In the variation pop<pata/paxaipa in Sam-Kgs, 

Ant reads paxaipa where all others have poptpata at Sam 
17:39.47; 21:8 (bis); 25:13a; 31:4 (bis).5. Ant reads 
popcpata where all others have paxaipa at 2 Sam 11:25; 18:8; 
23:10. ,J Apart from these instances, in the other thirty- 
eight occurrences of popcpata and the other seven of paxaipa 
in Sam-Kgs, there is no variation between Ant and the rest 
of the mss. If modifications have been made by Ant and/or 
by the kaige recension, they seem to have been sporadic and 
not systematic. What is significant at 1 Sam 25:13, however, 
is the agreement between Ant and cod A on paxaipa where cod B 
is missing, whereas cod A agrees with B on popcpata against 
Ant.? 1 * 

5. Three further agreements between B and A 
against Ant are to be found in goq, ol, and pexa against 
Ant's omit, omit, and em. 


71 Only mss N <244> read xaiye here for da. 

72 With the minor variation that for mn 2° b o c 2 e 2 read 
the plural paxatpaq, and for m*in c x stand alone with 
pop<paiav. 

73 At 2 Sam 23:8 Ant reads biaoxeunv for LXX popcpaia, where 
the word is absent from MT. 

74 In three other places, 1 Sam 17:50; 18:4; 22:19, where 
cod B is also missing, Ant agrees with A as well for 
paxatpa. 
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6. The final item to be noted is cod A's strict 
literalism vis-a-vis MT xai uepieCuoavxo avr)P xr)v paxaipav 
auTOU against Ant's more polished xai uepieCwoavxo xoq 
paxaipaq auxwv. 

These observations show that, in general, where cod 
B is present, A is closer both to B and to MT. For the sec¬ 
tion where cod B is missing, A is closer to MT than is Ant, 
which may show that Ant here is the later of the two, more 
independent and less literal and manifesting better Greek 
than A. 

For this text, MT, along with Ant and A, which 
contain the longer reading, is the more original, while cod B 
witnesses to an accidental loss of a whole section through 
homeoteleuton. 

1 Sam 26:5 


MT: oipnn-iiN in Kin !mnw ow-mn own oipnn-t?N nom in op*>i 
oym !>nynn now !?inwi ino*-ow “n-m ojoni fnNW ow-now own 

*ino*>oo 

xai aveoxn Aaueib Xa0pa Mai eiauopeuexai eiq xov 
xouov ou exa0eu6ev exei ZaouX, Mai exei A|3evvnp 
uioq Nr|p apx loxpaxrnoq auiou* xai ZaouX exa0eu6ev 
ev Xapicnvn xai o Xaoq uapepPepXnxwq xuxXa) autou. 

xai aveoxn Aaueib XaDpaicoq xai euopeu0r| eiQ xov xouov 
ou ex0eu6ev ZaouX. xai eibev Aaueib xov xouov ou 
exoiun^n exei ZaouX, xai ApevvriP uioq Nnp apxioxpax- 
r\yoq auxou exei. xai ZaouX exa0eu6ev ev Xapurivn, xai 
o Xaoq uapeppepXnxajq xuxXa) auxou. 

At 1 Sam 26:5, where David goes into Saul's camp 

to reconnoiter, MT contains a plus vis-a-vis cod B which 

says that David saw the place where Saul was sleeping. Ant 

contains the plus as well, or at least a part of it. 

Wellhausen led the way in explaining the absence 

of the words in cod B through haplography, from the first 

7S 

own tnpnn to the second. Stoebe, on the other hand, 
attributes the absence rather to an "exegetische Beurteilung 


LXX B : 


LXX 


Ant. 


75 Wellhausen, p. 136, followed by Budde, Dhorme, Schulz, 
McCarter. All modern translations follow the fuller MT. 
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7 

des Zusammenhanges."' A possible point in favor of Stoebe’s 
suggestion is the repetitive, almost parallel character of 
the phrases and fnwhich LXX may have 

undertaken to simplify. His suggestion would be more con¬ 
vincing, however, if LXX had suppressed one or the other of 
these phrases. As the omission in cod B stands,^ the latter 
part of the first phrase and the former part of the second 
are absent, which indicates a textual accident rather than 
a conscious modification. 

The Ant text seems to have noticed the accidental 
omission and tried to replace it from the MT, but appears to 
have been led astray by the repetitive nature of the verse. 
Apaprently having taken CG ou exa0eu6ev exei XaouX to be the 
translation of tnnw oe>-njin_ new instead of Inxe; ow- now new, 
it began with in him (hoii eibev Aaueib...) and went on 
from there as in MT. The result is that in Ant oej-noe; new 
appears to have been translated twice (ou exa0eu6ev exei 

from OG and then its own ou exoipnQil exei) while oej-mn new 

78 

has disappeared entirely. Another explanation of Ant’s 
text could be that it translated mn as exa0eu6ev, but the 
presence of this verb already in OG, plus the fact that 
nowhere else is mn translated this way, would seem to 
exclude this. * Further, the Greek translators do not seem 
to have had any difficulty in recognizing the true meaning 

of mn when it occurred in v.3 (icapevepaXev), or in v.5 
80 

(itapeiipepXnxooQ) • 

76 Stoebe, p. 463- 

77 The plus is absent as well from mss AMNadghjln 
p q t v y a 2 b 2 . 

78 This same sort of confusion seems to be behind Smith’s 

analysis of the textual accident when he says that "GAB 
omits the clause by homeoteleuton” (p. 231). 

79 Out of twenty-nine occurrences of xa0eu6eiv, oovy lies 

behind it twenty-four times, ier> four times, and once. 

80 Vg, for oiy-mn here reads ubi erat . Perhaps St. Jerome 
misread mn for mn. Only one Vg ms, Sangermanensis Par. 
lat. 11937 has ubi castramentus erat. 
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A strong indication of the genuineness of the MT 
over against the shorter LXX here is the fact that the whole 
purpose of David’s visit to the Israelite camp was to re- 
connoiter and locate the spot where Saul slept. If the sen¬ 
tence which describes David’s actually seeing the spot is 
missing, the scene loses its entire force. Gressmann sug¬ 
gested that the second half of this verse took away the sur- 

O 4 

prise from v.7, but if David, in v.5, sees only the place 
where Saul is accustomed to sleep (note the imperfect 
exa0eu6ev in Greek), and does not see Saul actually sleeping, 
then nothing is taken away from v.7. V.5b tmyno oow tnxtm 
may be considered to be in apposition to the oipn, a further 
specification of Saul’s accustomed sleeping-place. If David 
was able to see all this, it must, after all, have still 
been daytime, so Saul presumably had not yet gone to bed. 

In this vein, the precision ntnt? in v.7 indicates that night 
has come and t>Aynn no® tnxw mm shows that David had 
indeed seen rightly that that was his sleeping-place. 

For this verse, therefore, cod B has suffered a 
haplography which Ant has only partially repaired. MT wit¬ 
nesses to the longer, but more original, text. 

2 Sam 6:3 f. 


MT: nmmx nmn irixem nenn n!>Ay-t>N D*>nt>Nn hik-an 

nvsnn n^Ayn-nx omm ommx mo mnxi xryi nymo own 
mnxi mn^xn tun oy nymo own ommx nmn inxwm 4 

l*nxn 

^xai £Tte'3i3aoev xr)v xl 3 < a>xov Kupiou ecp # apa£av xaivriv 
xai r\pe\> auxrjv eiQ oixov Apeiva6a3 tou ev xa) 3ouvu)* 
xai 0£a xai ol abeXcpoi auxou uioi Apeiva6a3 rjYav 
xr)v apa£av 4 auv xr\ xi3wxa), xai oi a6el(poi auxou 
eitopeuovxo epxpoa0ev xr\q xi3^xou. 

Lxx^ n t ; 3 MQtL enefij,paaav xr|v xi3a)xov xou 0eou ext apa£av 

xaivriv. **xai r\pe\> auxrjv e£ oixou A3iva6a3 xou ev xa) 
3ouva). Hoti 0£a xai ol abeXcpoi auxou, uioi A3iva6a3, 
HYOv xr|v apa£av auv xrj xi3<*)xa) xou 0eou, xai 0£a 
xai ol abeXcpoi auxou, uioi A3iva6a3 exopeuovxo 
epitpoa0ev xai ex xXayia)v xrjQ xi3wxou. 


LXX B : 


81 Gressmann,"Textkritische Anmerkungen" p. 7 (supplement 
to Die alteste Geschichtsschreibung , 2 1921)- 
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4QSam a : [n]S cp aha ... hi] *n] k ip nn... [r\b] Ay by Shrp] 

linxfn]--[o]y abxyri 

1 Chr 13:7 

MT: NTyi rpnn nenn nt>Ay-t>y tPnt>Nn vnN-riN lomM 

nbxyz o^apia i *>n k*1 

D 

LXX : xai eite0nxav tt\v klPojtov tou 6eou eiti apa£av xaivnv 
e£ oixou AiaeivabafS' xai 0£a xai ol abeXcpoi auxou 
HTOV xr]v apa£av. 

In these verses which describe the bringing of the 
ark from the house of Abinadab, MT contains a longer, re¬ 
petitive text. From Cappel on, virtually all commentators 
have seen a dittography of six words in MT, D from the final 
word of v.3, nenn, to ny3A3 of v.4. The conclusive gram¬ 
matical proof of the erroneous MT is the lack of article 

84 

with mwn while it is supposed to be modifying nt>Ayn hn. 

A comparison of MT with LXX, 4QSam a and with the 
parallel text at 1 Chr 13:7 confirms the textual accident 
in MT here. Thus, the original Hebrew form, from v.3b on, 
will have read: vnu oy n^Ayn-nN d*>aha *An *nnKi KTyi 

VinNn ’Ast* *l!>n v>nNi o*nt>Kn. 

That the correct form of the text, as found in cod 
B, may still have undergone some editorial activity is seen 
in e lq olkov, corresponding to MT rpnn. This may be due 
either to an editor’s misunderstanding of the action here, 
thinking that the ark was brought to Abinadab*s house and 
that its removal is described in xai Ol^a.. .r\yav xriv apaCav..., 
or to an attempt to harmonize the activity in those mss which 
contain the dittograph. Mss B A c x y &2 read eiq here, and 
mss A c j(mg) x contain the plus as in MT. Thus, first the 
ark would have been brought to his house, and then carried 
away from it (cf. onto oixou in A c j(mg) x). 


82 Ulrich, QTSJ, pp. 194 f. 

83 NEB and TOB stand practically along in including the 
dittography. 

84 Thus all commentaries from Thenius to Barthelemy. 
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That the presence of this plus in MT has caused 
some early confusion may be seen from the ancient versions: 

Vg: ^et inposuerunt arcam Domini super plaustrum novum 

tuleruntque earn de domo Abinadab qui erat in Gabaa. 

Cza autem et Haio filii Abinadab minabant plaustrum 
novum, ^cumque tulissent earn de domo Abinadab qui 
erat in Gabaa custodiens arcam Dei Haio praecedebant 
arcam. 

Tg: ■>i mjnnN man nmn Nn^Ayn navin m imnNi ^ 

Ktnn «nt>Ay m NTyi NnynAn ^ 

h i *> n k *1 n a i *ik ny NnynAO *> i man 

K A 1 *1 n dip 

Syr: ^wsmwhy l’rwnh d’lh’ °1 c glt , hdt* wsqlwhy mn byt ’byndb 

dbgb c t» w c z» w’z* w’hy* bny *byndb mdbryn l c glt» b’^ryt*. 
4wsqlwhy mn byt *byndb dbgb l’rwnh d’lh’w’hy* ’ zl qdm 
* rwn 9 . 

Thus, only Tg follows MT exactly here while both 
Vg and Syr have Introduced minor variations, most likely to ac¬ 
commodate themselves to the unintelligible dittography. 

In Vg, the second inNeni was translated as cum tulissent , 
whereas the first was simply tuleruntque , and 7 n iiik ny 
became custodiens arcam Dei . In Syr, for the final word of 
v.3, in place of frdt * it transformed it into b 9 frryt 9 - "after", 
and with 1 9 rwnh instead of vna ny it seems to have eliminated 
the difficult preposition by making the ark the direct object 
of sglw . 

The text of Ant appears to have been modified as 
well. In v.4 it contains hou 0£a before xat ot a6eX<poi autou, 
and has placed uioi Af3iva6a|3 after it. Houbigant recommended 
the addition of nt y i before 1 nN ny, claiming that when a 
scribe saw Ntyi after nynAO, just as in v.3, he did not 

Q c 

repeat it. D Similarly, Thenius suggested the addition of 

o c 

nt yi before iiik ny. As we have seen, Ant reintro¬ 
duces Uzzah in v.4, but after ouv xq Mipcaxo) 0eou and not 
before it as Houbigant suggested. 


85 Houbigant, p. 287. 

86 Thenius 1 , p. 152, followed by Wellhausen, Lohr, Budde, 
Nowack, Driver, Dhorme (1910), Ehrlich, Smith, Kittel, 
Hertzberg, BJ, Osty, NAB. 
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The crux for the understanding of Ant’s text and 
for the second mention of Uzzah seems to lie in the under¬ 
standing of *nnNi. OG read nai oi a6e\<pot in vv.3 and 4. 

Such a reading fits in well enough in v.3 — "Uzzah and his 
brothers, the sons of Abinadab", but in v.4, if one follows 
MT, as OG seems to have done, •nmo is too far removed from 
its antecedent to make good sense as "and his brothers". 
Further, there seems to be no reason to give a plural meaning 
to in MT such as GG is forced to do (euopeuovto) by its 
vocalization of *nnfn. The word makes perfectly good sense 
as a proper name, Ahio, such as Vg interpreted it. By mis¬ 
reading *nnNi here, OG introduced a problem in the text which 
Ant resolved by bringing Uzzah back into the picture. Since 
he had been mentioned in the previous verse this was easily 
done. Then, since MT and OG say only that Ahio (or "and his 
brothers") was before the ark, Ant, in the light of v.6 where 
Uzzah unfortunately put out his hand to steady the ark when 
the oxen stumbled, positions the brothers not only epicpooQev, 
but also eh iiXayiajv xns hiPgjtou. 

That the proper name Ahio is to be preferred here 
may also be seen from v.3. After the mention of Uzzah, 
another proper name seems more likely in the formula "Uzzah 

Q *7 

and X, sons of Abinadab". ' Confirmation of Ahio, finally, 
seems to be found in 4QSam a o]y Since n ry appears not 

to be present in v.4, the unlikelihood of "and his brothers" 
being there is increased. 

Wellhausen suggested reading a singular v>nhn 
("and his brother") here, which implies the insertion of 

o o 

Uzzah into the text. In addition to the problem of Uzzah's 
absence here, neither the Greek nor any other version has 
the singular here. 

Budde, although he opted for the proper name Ahio 
in SBOT and KHAT, later suggested the singular "and his 
brother" as well, claiming that it was probably Zadok, whose 


87 Cf. Smith, p. 293; Budde, SBOT, p. 81. 

88 Wellhausen, p. 167. 
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name had been purposely omitted from the text when he became 
recognized as the son of Ahitub and as a descendant of 
Eleazar, son of Aaron, in order to legitimate his priest¬ 
hood.®^ Budde maintained that r>riN pn^i was originally read 
both here and in 2 Sam 15:24 ff., basing this conclusion on 
the fact that two and only two men were necessary as guar¬ 
dians and carriers of the ark. Of the two indicated in 2 Sam 
15:24 vv., Abiathar must have arrived at this task after the 
entry of the ark into Jerusalem since until then he was known 
as the one who carried the ephod . Budde suggested that 
Abiathar was included here in 2 Sam 15 as one of the two 
carriers because, after the death of Uzzah, who would be 
identified with Eleazar, in 2 Sam 6:7, only one remained. 
Thus, the brother mentioned in 2 Sam 6:3 f. is the same as 
the other ark carrier mentioned in 15:24 ff., namely Zadok. 

This argumentation seems, however, rather pre¬ 
carious since the two men mentioned in 6:3 f. do not really 
appear to be guardians and carriers of the ark in the same 
sense that 15:24 ff. seems to intend. They seem rather to 
fall into the category of the men of Kiriath-jearim, in 

1 Sam 7:1, who "came and took up the ark of the Lord", rather 
than the category of Eleazar, Abinadab*s son who had to be 
specially consecrated for his task of looking after the ark. 
Chapter six speaks of no special consecration for these two 
sons, nor do they seem to have been entitled to touch the 
ark, as Uzzah*s sudden death appears to indicate. Hertzberg 
has pointed out the further difficulty that if Uzzah of 

2 Sam 6:3 f. is to be identified with Eleazar of 1 Sam 7:1, 

qn 

he must have been very old by that time. Finally, such 
an explanation must necessarily posit the presence of 

Ktyi in v.4. As Schulz has pointed out, the absence 


89 K. Budde, "Die Herkunft Sadok*s," ZAW 52 (1934), pp.48ff. 
See also E. Sellin, Geschichte des Israelitisch-Judischen 
Volkes . Erster Teil (Leipzig, 1924), pp. 167 and 169. ~ 


90 Hertzberg, p. 278. 
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of Uzzah in OG here makes it unlikely that he was part 

Q 1 

of the Hebrew text here. 

As a result of this examination, therefore, we may 
consider MT to have been disturbed by a dittography in 
vv.3b-4, but otherwise the text of MT is preferable to any 
other form. 

2 Sam 7:25-27a 

2R 

MT: -*ry opn mm *i»n *imn mm nnyi 

mxm mm otny-iy *inw rnm n wko nwyi otny 

nnN-'o 2 ? nm mm “in imy mm mnt>x 

B pc 

LXX : 3 Kat vuv, Kupie pou, pnpa o eXaXnoaq icepi xou 6ouXou 

aou xai xou olkou auxou icioxojoov eajq xou aiajvoq, 

Kupie navxoxpaxajp, 0ee xou IapanX* xai vuv xa0a>q 
eXaXncaq ('p£YO^uv0ein xo ovopa aou eajq aiajvoq. 
^Kupie navxoxpaxajp, 0eoq Iapar)X, aicexaXuc|>aq... 

LXX Ant : 2 ^xai vuv, Kupie pou Kupie, xo pnpa o eXaXnoaq uicep 
xou 6ouXou aou xai uicep xou oixou auxou, icioxaj0nToj 
eaj^ aiajvoq, xai xa0*ajq eXaXpaaq icoinoov. 2 °xai vuv 
pe7aXuv0ein to ovopa aou eajq aiajvoq, Kupie, Xe^aiv 
Kupioq icavxoxpaxajp o 0eoq eici xov Iapar|X, xai o oixoq 
xou 6ouXou aou Aaueib eaxai avojp0ajpevoq evajiciov aou, 

2 'oxi au, Kupie icavxoxpaxajp, o 0eo? xou IapanX, 
aicexaXucjjaq... 

A PR 

LXX : 3 xai vuv Kupie pou, pnpa o eXaXpaaQ icepi xou 6ouXou 

aou xai xou oixou auxou iciaxajaov eajq aiajvoq. xai icoi- 
paov xa0a)Q eXaXpoaq. 2 °xai pe^aXuvOein to ovopa aou 
ea)£ aiajvos, Kupie icavxoxpaxajp 0ee eici tov IapanX, o 
oixoq tou bouXou aou Aaueib eaTai avajp0ajpevoq evajiciov 
aou. 2 7 oxi Kupie icavxoxpaxajp o 0eoq tou IapanX, xai 
vuv xa0ajq eXaXpaa^ peyaXuvOein to ovopa aou eajq 
aiajvoq Xeyei Kupioq icavxoxpaxajp 0eoq IapanX aicexa- 
Xut|>aq... 

1 Chr 17:23-25 

MT: otnymy mr nmn mm nnyi 2 ^ 

mm nnKt? otny-iy nnw t>mm mK *> i 2l+ mm *i\yxo n\yyi 
mm k n\y *>!? mn!>K 

...m!>A *n bn nnx 

B 23 

LXX : J xai vuv Kupie, o Xo^o^ aou ov eXaXnaaq itpoq tov 
icaiba aou^xai eici xov oixov auxou iciaxaj0nxaj eajq 
aiajvoq. ^Xeyovxajv Kupie Kupie icavxoxpaxajp 0eos 
IapanX* xai oixoq Aaueib icaiboq aou avajp0ajpevoq ev- 
avxiov aou. 25 OTL au rjvoi^aq... 


91 Schulz, p. 69. 
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LXX be 2: 2 ^Kai vuv Kupie, o \oyoq aou ov eXaXnaas icpoq xov 
itaiba aou kol l em xov olkov auxou iEiaxa)0nxa) ewq 
aiajvoq. Kai uoinaov naQajq eXeXnaaq. 24 KaL icLaxajQnxa) 
Koti ue^aXuvOnxci) xo ovopa aou eajq aiajvoq Xe'yovxwv 
Kupioq itavxoxpaxajp o 0eoq xou IopanX 0eoq xu> IapanX, 
xai o oixo<s Aaueib xou uaiPoq aou n'coi'Uaapevoq 
evojiciov aou. 25 OTL au> Kupie o 0eoq pou aitexaXui|)aq... 

In the middle of David 1 s prayer in 2 Sam 7, we 
find a case in which MT contains both a plus and a minus 
vis-a-vis cod B in- vv.25-27. In this case, the MT for the 
parallel passage in 1 Chr 17:23-25 also contains a plus vis- 
a-vis its Greek text of cod B, although the two are not co¬ 
extensive . 


Only a few commentators have taken note of this 

variant for 2 Sam here. Budde followed Smith in proposing 

that the text missing in 2 Sam cod B, from in v.26 to 

nnK-’o in v.27, is due to an expansion in the MT which was 

an insertion made by the Chronicler which later affected the 
q p 

text of Samuel. Dhorme, on the other hand, explained the 
omission in 2 Sam cod B through a haplography caused by 

QQ 

homeoteleuton at niKD* mm. J 

In this case, a simple accident of haplography does 
not seem sufficient to explain entirely the form of the text 
in cod B, because of the absence there of any trace of nox!?. 
Rehm suggested that the word was "perhaps purposely left out 

Qli 

since it was unintelligible ."^ It appears, however, in 
almost all the Greek texts except cod B and its affiliates, 
as well as in the Greek for 1 Chr 17:24. It may be that the 
problematic was purposely left out of the Vorlage of 

LXX, but that at the same time more was excised that was 
intended since in eliminating the scribe*s eye passed 

over to the second nixo* mm. That it was the second 
niKO* mm that was read and not the first is indicated by 


92 Smith, p. 304. Budde, KHAT, p. 237. 

93 Dhorme, p. 332. 

94 Rehrp, Textkritische Untersuchungen , p. 15. 

95 Mss a h v a^, as well as the hexaplaric A c x. 
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tou IopanX, corresponding to tJNien of v.27 rather than to 
t>K*ien-^y of v.26. Thus, the absence of this MT plus in B 
is due to homeoarcton at mn*. Then later, Kupie 

navxoKpaTojp 6ee tou IopanX was re-inserted into the text 
represented by cod B, but after the ewq tou aiojvoq of v.25 
instead of after eajq aiujvoq of v.26, thus accounting for the 
plus in cod B in v.25 which is not shared by Ant or by cod A. 

The repetitive nature of these verses seems to 
have made them particularly susceptible to variants. All 
the major variants, both for 2 Sam and for 1 Chr, except for 
the addition in v.27 of cod A of 2 Sam, occur just after one 
or the other occurrences of otny-“iy. Cod A contains the 
plus of MT at v.26, except for and then repeats in 

v.27 a portion of vv.25 f. in a form similar to that of Cod B 
(cf. wai vuv). Cod B for 1 Chr 17:23 f. seems to have suf¬ 
fered a haplography as well, for everything between the two 
occurrences of oiny-Ty is missing from that text, but present 
in mss b eThe texts of Vg, Tg and Syr for 2 Sam follow 
MT here. 96 

Is it possible, as Smith and Budde suggested, that 
the text of Chr has influenced that of Sam here? If we 
consider the form of cod B for both texts, it is striking 
how the absences dovetail. 1 Chr 17:23 breaks off at euq 
aiujvoq, continued in 2 Sam 7:25 by Kupie navToxpaTo)p .. .eajq 
aiajvoq, where _it breaks off and the text is picked up by 
Chr, in its v.24, with Xcyovtoov. If Smith and Budde were 
correct, however, then the text of LXX for Sam should pre¬ 
serve the more original reading here. We have seen, though, 
that cod B contains an insertion attested nowhere else, 

Kupie xavTOMpaTaip Bee tou IopanX in v.25, as well as a trun¬ 
cated form for v.25b.26 (cf. misreading of nuyi as nnyi ['xai 
vuv] leading to the absence of rcoinoov), as well as the 
abrupt passage in vv.26 f. ... euq aiojvoq Kupie rcavTOWpaTtop, 


96 Ulrich, QTSJ, does not discuss this passage and thus the 
text of 4QSam a is not available here. 
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which can hardly be said to be a better text than that of 
MT here. If any influence has been exerted here, it seems 

D 

to have been by 1 Chr on the text of LXX Sam for the trans¬ 
lation of opn as TCLOTajoov, but even that is difficult to 
prove. Rehm admits that an influence from ion*/tc iaTU)0nTa) 

Q7 

from 1 Chr 17:23 is possible, but no longer verifiable. 

Dip in hiphil is never elsewhere translated by a form of 
iclotouv, and further, eighteen out of the twenty-three in¬ 
stances of a form of opn with ui (-tin) use loxotvai or one 
of its compounds. As far as 2 Sam 7:25 is concerned, two 
possibilities seem to suggest themselves. The first, perhaps 
less likely but nevertheless feasible, is that niCTQCON re¬ 
presented an erroneous attempt at EFIICTHCON, ^9 which would 
preserve the otherwise generalized use of a form of lotovou. 

A second possibility is that indeed the Greek 
translator was influenced by another passage, although not 
necessarily the parallel in Chr. At 1 Kgs 8:26, 2 Chr 1:9; 
6:17 we find passages remarkably similar to 1 Chr 17:23, all 
with *iD*T-nN 1 nN* and all translated by itLOTa)0nx<*). The u- 
niqueness of opn in MT for 2 Sam 7:25 vis-a-vis iclotouv in 
LXX and ion* in all other texts mentioned here attests to 
its originality. The passages mentioned above, 1 Kgs 8:26 
and its parallel at 2 Chr 6:17, as well as 2 Chr 1:9 are all 
posterior • references precisely to the text of 2 Sam 7:25. 
opn contains the notion of "to found, to establish", emi¬ 
nently logical for the first occurrence of the prayer to 
Yahweh to found a house/dynasty, as David utters it in 2 Sam 
7:25. in* in niphal, on the other hand, meaning "to confirm", 
is more understandable in the mouth of Solomon as he repeats 
David's prayer. In Greek, iclotouv corresponds to i but 


97 Rehm, p. 9; ef. also Dhorme, p. 332. 

98 1 Sam 1:23; 15:13; 1 Kgs 2:4; 6:12 (in A;>B Ant); 8:20 
12:15; 2 Kgs 23:3.24; 2 Chr 6:10; 10:15; Dt 9:12; Neh 5:13; 
9:8; Dan 9:12; Isa 44:26; Jer 28:6; 29:10; 34:18. The 
only exceptions are 1 Sam 3:12 (eiceyepo)); 1 Sam 15:11 
(eTnpncev); 2 Sam 7:25 ( it lotwoov ); Dt 27:26 (eppevei). 

99 Cf. Jer 29:10 (LXX 36:10): eitLOTnoa) for *nnpni. 
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does not contain the meaning "to found or establish". It 
may be, therefore, that 1 Chr 17:23 MT was influenced by the 
subsequent uses of inio, while LXX 2 Sam 7:25 was influenced 
by the other uses of TtiOTwOnTO). In using a different form 
of this verb, however, it attempted to mark the difference 
between this occurrence in 2 Sam and the other uses in Kgs- 
Chr. 

Thus, we may consider here that the text of cod B 
is faulty, having succumbed to a haplography in the Greek, 
or already in its Vorlage . The various attempts at correc¬ 
tion of the text, as witnessed by Ant and cod A, as well as 
the parallel in 1 Chr, invite us to accept MT as the original 
form here. 

Conclusions 

In this section we have noted a high incidence of 
genuine textual accidents in the text of LXX which have 
caused words or entire phrases to fall out of its text where 
MT has faithfully preserved the original readings. Thus at 
1 Sam 4:9; 19:15; 20:34; 25:13; 26:5; 2 Sam 7:23-25 we 
found pluses in MT whose absence from LXX has been caused by 
an accident due to homeoteleuton or homeoarcton. In one 
case only, 1 Sam 19:15, does it seem certain that the accident 
had taken place in LXX's Vorlage , as it is only in the Hebrew 
here that the homeoarcton was present. In all the others, 
the accident could have occurred either in the Greek or in 
the Hebrew text. 

In one case, 2 Sam 6:3 f., the plus in MT is due 
to a dittography in proto-MT, which caused six words from 
v.3 to be repeated accidentally, where LXX and 4QSam a have 
preserved the original text. 

In three cases, 1 Sam 2:31 f-; 6:4; 23:11 f., LXX 
or its Vorlage may have deliberately omitted words from the 
text. We saw above 100 that the LXX indicates a text which 
was not afraid to eliminate passages which it saw as somehow 
disturbing to the overall narrative. At 1 Sam 2:31 f., the 

100 Cf. Part 1.1 on "non-haplogenic" pluses in MT. 
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text of LXX may have taken advantage of the similarity of 
two phrases in order to omit the material in between which 
appeared to allude to Eli f s experiencing the fulfillment of 
the prophecy against his house, which was no longer in keeping 
with the later application of the text to the priests of 
Nob and to Abiathar. At 1 Sam 6:4, the mention of the five 
golden mice appeared to contradict the number of mice in 
6:18 and was thus eliminated for the sake of harmony. Fi¬ 
nally, at 1 Sam 23:11 f., David's anticipated question was 
eliminated, again for the sake of coherence and harmony in 
the text. In each of these places, LXX, or its Vorlage 
had taken the initiative in eliminating what it found dis¬ 
turbing. In the first two of these, 1 Sam 2:31 f. and 6:4, 
the excision was made at a point where a word or words were 
repeated in the text, thus giving the impression that they 
could have fallen out through an accident due to haplography. 

Thus, for these pluses in MT, the text of LXX, 
in each case but one, shows evidence either of a genuine 
textual accident or of a deliberate modification of its 
text. In each case, MT presents us with the more original 
reading. 
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GENERAL CONCLUSIONS 


By way of general conclusions from the foregoing 
study of significant pluses and minuses in the text of Samuel, 
we may note, first of all, that in the vast majority of cases 

a large plus or minus occurring in the LXX or 4QSam a vis-&-vis 

MT indicates a further literary activity by LXX or 4QSam a . 

In Part 1.1, we saw that the vast majority of pluses 

in LXX indicate an expansionist type of activity on the part 
of LXX or of its Vorlage . In 1.2, MT was shown to be the 
more original, although longer text, where LXX had frequently 
shortened its text in order to produce a smoother or more 
unified narrative. Thus, LXX may not be described as simply 
"expansionist", but rather it shows a preference for harmony 
and greater coherence, achieved either by addition to or 
subtraction from its ancestor text. 

In 1.3, 4QSam a witnessed to a certain number of 
expansions in the text, which were found neither in MT nor 
in LXX and which suggest a typical Palestinian type of text 
that had produced its own traditions. 

The importance of the double translations in 1.4 
is not only the presence of insertions in later Greek editions 
which attempt to bring the text closer to MT, but also the 
fact that when a divergence exists between the older Greek 
text and that of MT, even here MT was shown frequently, al¬ 
though not always, to contain the more original text form. 

In addition, we saw that some of these insertions of a second 
translation have been made in such a way that, by beginning 
and ending on the same word, the resultant text appears to 
have a haplogenic form even though the fact of the second 
translation proves that the longer, double text is not or¬ 
iginal . 



In Part 2..1, many of the texts which we described 
as haplogenic in LXX were shown to witness to later insertions 
into the shorter, more original form of MT. These insertions 
followed the same general patterns as those examined in 1.1, 
where the texts were non-haplogenic in form. This phenomenon 
led to the suggestion that where a text is haplogenic in form, 
this may indicate a kind of scribal technique which purposely 
inserted an expansion in such a way that it began and ended 
with the same word or words. This was not true in all cases, 
however, for some of the LXX pluses show that MT has truly 
suffered an accident of homeoteleuton or homeoarcton, although 
the possibility of this insertion technique suggests that MT 
has not undergone nearly as many accidents as is generally 
believed. 

On the other hand, 2.2 showed that where MT contains 
a fuller text in this haplogenic form, the shorter text of 
LXX is most often attributable to a genuine textual accident, 
where MT has preserved the longer, even though occasionally 
more problematic text. 

Barthelemy concluded that f, les plus de la LXX 
facilitent generalement le travail de l'exeg&te concordiste, 
alors que les 'plus* du MT compliquent d*ordinaire ce tra¬ 
vail." ^ The foregoing study seems to have amply borne out 
this observation. 

The text of LXX, and frequently that of 4QSam a , 
have been shown to have modified the text in the overwhelming 
majority of the cases which we have studied here. If our 
analysis is correct in all, or even in some of the cases we 
have discussed, this must modify our attitude toward the use 
of LXX and 4QSam a where these large pluses or minuses are 
concerned. It is undeniable that in the long history of 
transmission of the Hebrew text of the Old Testament cor¬ 
ruptions have crept into the text and that the texts of LXX 
and 4QSam a are helpful for their restoration. Where it is a 
question of these long pluses and minuses, however, especially 
those which facilitate the reading of the less carefully 


1 Barthelemy, "La qualite du Texte..., 


p. 20. 
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elaborated text which MT seems often to witness to, perhaps 
more caution must be used before emending MT too quickly on 
the basis of another text, and the particular characteristics 
of MT, LXX and 4QSam a must be respected. 

Further, if our analysis is correct here, we must 
modify our approach to those pluses or minuses which appear 
in a haplogenic form, but which in reality may testify to a 
later scribal technique of making an insertion into the text. 
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